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HAVE CHARTER SCHOOLS MATERIALIZED THEIR PROMISE:
A CONTRAST BETWEEN RHETORIC AND REALITY
Mary Kay Kempker-VanDriel, Ed.D
Western Michigan University, 2002
Charter schools are a growing force in American education. Parents are
demanding a choice in their child’s public education. Are charter schools better than
traditional public schools? Have charter schools kept their promise?
In the study regular public schools and charter schools were compared along
five dimensions: (a) opportunity for learning and access to quality education, (b)
innovative teaching methods and participative management, (c) teacher job
satisfaction, (d) parent involvement, and (e) school accountability. Existing data from
the 1999/2000 Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS) were analyzed with primarily chisquare tests and one t-test. These analyses provided results in relation to the five
research questions.
There were several findings. First, public schools have more programming for
student learning. Second, charter schools are more innovative in teaching
methodologies than their public school counterparts. Third, teachers in both charter
schools and public schools are generally satisfied with their profession o f education;
no clear difference is determined. Fourth, parents are more involved in their child’s
school at the charter school than the public school. Fifth, both charter and public
schools demonstrate accountability for their responsibilities of managing public
education.
The results of this study are mixed in terms o f realizing the promises of
charter schools. Given the limitations o f the study, continued evaluation needs to be
done.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Charter schools have emerged on the American screen recently. Only thirty years
ago, the words, charter schools, had virtually no meaning for most Americans. Today
those words are common household topics for many. The conversation typically centers
around their worth. Each family defines worth in different ways, but essentially they are
asking, “Is the change to charter school worth it?”
We have the luxury o f a national school data bank, the Schools and Staffing
Survey (SASS) in which large volumes of data were collected in 1987-88, 1990-91,
1993-94 and 1999-2000. The 1999-2000 SASS included a census o f all charter
schools in the United States. We also have the benefit right now of having 36 states with
charter school law. Presently, over 1,500 charter schools are in existence (U.S.
Department of Education, 2001). This study is among the first attempts to address the
outcomes of charter schools comprehensively and answer the question: Have charter
schools kept their promise? This chapter contains a brief history of public and charter
education, status of charter schools, goals of charter schools, purpose, and importance of
the study. A conceptual framework is then explained and shown figuratively. Finally,
limitations of the study are included.
Public Education History

During the Enlightenment era, leaders such as Thomas Jefferson supported an
1
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increase in taxation to support a public school system for the “common people”.
Jefferson maintained that educated citizens would understand their rights and exercise
them. Adam Smith, in The Wealth o f Nations, stated, the “invisible hand” of the market
would not be able to adequately provide enough incentive for universal education. He
said that an educational system administered by the government would be inefficient and
would fail to create a literate population.
In the early 19th century, public education was rigorously debated. The advocates
felt that universal education was needed to fight social injustice and poverty. Business
leaders and slaveholders felt that universal literacy would create a revolution among the
lower class. Horace Mann, the secretary of the Massachusetts Board o f Education, is one
o f the most well known proponents o f social reform. His idea that education could mold
social and ethnic groups into good citizens gained a foothold across the country. By the
time o f the Civil War, most states had public elementary schools. These were not
mandatory, though. Public High schools were rare and remained so through the 19th
century. In 1920, only one-third of all eligible Americans attended high schools. The
first half of the 20th century demonstrated support for public schools. Attendance and
respect for these institutions grew rapidly. By the 1950’s, most American children were
in school. According to national polls o f parent’s attitudes, these children were receiving
a quality education.
Wronkovich (2000) argues that the basic structure of public education has seen
little substantial change since the beginning of the 20lh century. We still have the standard
180 days o f 6.5 hour per day. The only change appears to be that different courses have
been added. The criticism is that public education is confused about its mission. In
school today, everything is taught from sex education to AIDS education to driver
2
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education. Many schools provide meals for children to help cope with our many social
ills. Since schools are the only mandated public program for all children, they are the
recipient of some o f our worst family scenarios as well.

The History of Charter Schools

The word “charter” was first used in reference to schools in 1474. Charter
referred to the creation of Oxford and Cambridge universities. According to the Oxford
English Dictionary, the original meaning is a written document delivered by the
sovereign or legislature granting privileges to, or recognizing the rights of people
(Wronkovich, 2000). This definition describes the charter school advocates well. The
common theme is that the local monopoly of the public school system would be broken
and the resulting competition will benefit families.
In 1970, a New England educator, Budde, suggested that small groups of teachers
be given contracts or “charters” by their local schools to explore new approaches to
education. The former president of the AFT, Albert Shanker, publicized the idea
suggesting those local school boards could charter an entire school with approval from
unions and teachers. Philadelphia started a number of schools-within-schools during the
1980’s. These were called charters.
A charter law is a state law that gives teachers the option to charter schools. The
law varies in two important ways. First, the components contained in the law and second,
the overall intentions of the policy makers (Buechler, 1996; Lake & Millot, 1998;
Wohlstetter, Wenning, & Briggs, 1995). Some political compromises that enabled the
law to pass created disabilities in implementation (Hassell, 1999).
The charter school is free o f the typical state and local regulations. These schools
3
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have more autonomy and flexibility than locally operated public schools because of their
separation from school districts, waivers from state laws/regulations and student/parental
choice (Wohlstetter, et al., 1995). The schools are not for profit and typically
nonsectarian (Wronkovich, 2000). Milwaukee led the nation with opening enrollment for
1,500 Milwaukee Public School students initially. The students and their parents could
choose any school not associated with a particular sect. The demand far exceeded the
supply in 1992. By 1995, 7,000 Milwaukee k-12 students had full choice.
A charter school’s intent is to decentralize authority. Teachers and parents, at a
local level are empowered to create the type o f school they think is best. Charter schools
operate with very broad guidelines.
The choice idea was quickly adopted in Minnesota as well. Minnesota officials
based their initiative on three basic values: opportunity, choice and responsibility. It was
Minnesota that put the first charter school law into effect in 1991. California followed in
1992. By 1999, 36 states, Puerto Rico and the District o f Columbia allowed the creation
of some type of charter. Former President Clinton called for support of 3,000 charter
schools by the year 1994. President Bush also supports charter schools. The federal
Department of Education has provided grants to support states’ charter school efforts, and
the grant increased from $6 million in fiscal year 1994 to $100 million in 1999 (U.S.
Charter Schools, 2000).
The demand for charter schools remains high. In 1999, researchers found that a
waiting list exists at seven out of every ten schools for admission and less than three
percent of the original schools have closed. Additional findings include new methods of
hiring teachers. Both certified and non-certified teachers are hired and a favorable
ratio of students to computers exist in these schools (Wronkovich, 2000).
4
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One of the leading organizations for charter school research is the Center for
Education Reform. The Center identifies three reasons why charter schools could have
merit: (1) accountability, (2) choice, and (3) autonomy. Accountability is characterized
by how well these schools educate pupils. Unless teachers in charter schools deliver a
better product (i.e., better educated students), charter schools will cease to exist. Choice
in schools provide a better program. Innovation and reform create new ingenuity for
students. The thought behind innovation is that if we build it, students will come.
Autonomy is a major advantage of charter schools. They are not chained by traditional
albatrosses and are expected to strike a new path to excellence (Allen, 1999; RPP
International, 2000).
Charter School Goals

The issue o f choice centers around three values: (1) opportunity, (2) choice
and (3) responsibility. The United States Charter School Organization (2000) posts seven
goals. As shown in Table I, the Michigan State goals are almost identical to the
United States Charter School Organization.
Table I
Charter School Goals

United States School Organization
1. Increased opportunities for learning and
access to quality education for all students.

2. Create choice for parents and students
within the public school system.
Table 1 cont.

State of Michigan
1. Improve student achievement for all
pupils, including but not limited to
educationally disadvantaged pupils, by
improving the learning environment.
2. Provide parents and pupils with greater
choice among public schools.

5
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United States School Organization
3. Encouragement o f innovative teaching
practices.
4. Creation of new professional
opportunities for teachers.

5. Provide a system of accountability for
results in public education.

6. Leverage improved public education
broadly.

State of Michigan
3. Stimulate innovative teaching methods.
4. Create new professional opportunities
for teachers in a new type of public school
in which the school structure and education
program may be designed with innovation
and managed by teachers at the school-site
level.
5. Achieve school accountability for pupil
education performance by placing full
responsibility for performance at the
school-site level.
6. Determine whether state education
funds may be more effectively, efficiently,
and equitably utilized by allocating funds
on a per pupil basis directly to the school.

7. Encourage community and parent
involvement in education public.
(United States Charter School Organization, 2000)
School choice is complex and encompasses social, economic, and educational
facets. Those in favor of choice believe public schools are lethargic and choice moves
them toward greater responsiveness and effectiveness (Chubb & Moe, 1990). Molnar
(1996) categorized advocates for charter schools into three groups: (1) zealots, (2)
entrepreneurs and (3) reformers. The zealots believe that private is always better than
anything public. The public school teachers usually belong to an organized union and
unions are considered the problem. Zealots believe that private school students would
outperform public school students because the system is free from bureaucracy.
Entrepreneurs are those who want to make money by running schools. The Edison
project is an example of such. Reformers believe that an expansion provides creative
tension, which will in turn improve all schools. On the other hand, those against choice
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see it as serving the privileged even more and creating a larger gap between the rich and
the poor (Moore & Davenport, 1990).
Politicians are also caught up in this quandary. Our policy makers certainly
struggle with what is best for their constituents. Elmore and Fuller (1996) offer three
suggestions for policy makers to consider. The first is the achievement outcomes and the
distributional impacts. Second, policy makers are responsible for not only the effects of
those who choose but also those who are left behind. Finally, representatives bear the
responsibility for overall improved opportunity and performance for all students. The
expected outcome o f this movement is not just to improve consumer satisfaction, but also
to improve student outcome.
Currently, our political representatives have favored school choice. The U.S.
Department of Education reported the following in the State o f Charter Schools-2000
publication, an update of the charter schools movement. Four hundred twenty one new
charter schools opened in 1999. As o f September, 1999, this brings the total number of
charter schools to 1,484. Multiple branches o f a school are operating under the same
charter. Those additional schools bring the total to 1,605 schools. The total number of
students attending charters is 250,000. This is an increase o f approximately 90,000 from
the year before. Thirty six states have a charter law and 11 of those states allow private
schools to convert to charter schools. The average enrollment for a charter school is 137
students. The average percent o f white students went from 59% in 1997 to 48% in 1998.
Since charter schools have gained momentum, it is imperative to investigate
which goals have been materialized. For example, we could ask the following questions:
Are charter schools truly better? Do charter schools have more opportunity for
learning? Do all students in charter schools have access to quality education? Do
7
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teachers in charter schools use more innovative teaching methods than their public
school counterparts? Are teachers in charter schools more involved with school
management than in public schools? Do teachers in charter schools have a higher sense
of job satisfaction than in public schools? Are parents of charter school students more
involved in school affairs than parents o f public schools? Do charter schools have a
higher sense of accountability than public schools?

Purpose of the Study

Education is a focus of national attention. Everyday, time, energy, and money are
spent wondering how well our children are learning. Thirty years ago, a new type of
educational option, charter schools was developed. The hope was that our children would
have a better option in charter schools than in public schools. This would create
competition and force poor performing schools to improve. Families could choose which
school their child would attend. The purpose of this study is to evaluate if charter schools
have achieved their promise.
Five research questions are composed to guide the study. First, we look at what
programs are available in charter and public schools. The goal o f charter schools is to
provide a better product. One of the ways to deliver a better product is through
progressive or cutting edge programs. Second, what innovative programs exist for
students? Charter schools have less restriction. Does less restriction lead to
developing innovative teaching strategies? Does more teacher involvement in
management support commitment and, therefore, innovation. Third, teacher job
satisfaction is key to classroom effectiveness. Do teachers in charter schools have a
higher sense of job satisfaction than public school teachers? Fourth, parents are an
8
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integral component of a school. Are parents of charter schools more involved in school
affairs than public school parents? Finally, what is the sense of accountability in charter
schools? Do charter schools have a higher sense of accountability than public schools?

Importance o f the Study

The study is important because the empirical data will determine if charter
schools have materialized their promise. The findings will assist parents in selection of
the type of schools for their child. The results will also assist school administrators in
evaluating their school with regard to programming and teacher innovation. Finally, this
study will assist legislators as they advocate for charter or public schools.

Conceptual Framework for the Study

The taxonomy of school choices begins with public or private choices. The
public selection provides choices o f magnet, charter, inter-district, and voucher types of
programs. The private option provides religious and non-religious types o f schools. The
focus of this study is charter schools. A charter school exchanges exemptions from
public school regulations for an agreement to meet certain performance standards. The
school accepts accountability for these results in exchange for the freedom they’ve
received.
The United States Charter School Organization (date) reveals seven goals for
charter Schools: (1) increased opportunity for learning and access to quality education,
(2) choice for parents and students, (3) encouragement for teacher innovation, (4)
opportunities for teachers in their profession, (5) accountability for results, (6) leverage to
improve public education, and (7) encouragement for parents to become involved. Based
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on these original goals, five major variables have been created: (1) learning opportunities
and access to quality education, (2) teacher innovation and participative management,
teacher job satisfaction, (3) parental involvement, and (4) school accountability. The
proposed study is a comparison between the public and private schools, along these five
dimensions. See Figure 1 for detail.

Figure 1.
Conceptual Framework:
A Comparison between Public and Charter Schools
along the Five Dimensions.

1. Do charter schools provide more
opportunity for learning and access to
quality education for students than public
schools?
2.
PUBLIC
SCHOOLS

Do charter schools create more innovative
teaching methods than public schools? Are
teachers in charter schools more involved
in school management than in public
schools?

CHARTER
SCHOOLS

3. Do teachers in charter schools have a
higher sense of job satisfaction than public
school teachers?
4. Are parents of charter schools more
involved in school affairs than parents o f
public schools?
5. Do charter schools have a higher sense of
accountability than public schools?
The five questions in the center of the conceptual framework serve as research
questions for the study.

10
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CHAPTER II

LITERATURE REVIEW

The purpose of the literature review is to synthesize the literature on charter schools and
established justification for the study. Education remains a key issue in America. Discussions
and debates about every aspect of education are heated with many opinions. Concrete evidence
can dispel false assumptions and provide a basis for decision making. The review of the
literature includes the approaches to school choice, theories o f charter schools, and empirical
studies o f charter schools.

Approaches to School Choice
Definition of Terms

There have been many forms of school choice. Weiss (1996) identified four choices: ( I )
magnet schools, (2) charter schools, (3) within district public choice schemes, and (4) private
schools. Magnet schools referred to public schools with a special emphasis on facilities that
draw students from across a district, such as technology, music, and art. These programs can be
on a voluntary basis according to Rees (2000). The goal of the voluntary method has been to
achieve racial balance when districts are under court order to desegregate.
Rees (2000) defined a charter school as a public school that agrees to meet certain
performance standards in exchange for exemptions from public school regulations other than
those governing health, safety, and civil rights. The charter school accepts accountability for
results in exchange for autonomy in the choice o f methods for achieving those results. States

11
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have determined further specificity of the law. Depending on the state law, parents, a group of
teachers, or businesses may create charter schools and design the curriculum.
Rees (2000) also has defined full choice as choice that includes public, private, and
parochial or religious schools. Inter-district choice allows students to cross district lines. The
state of Alabama has allowed inter-district choice only among a limited number o f districts.
Intra-district or within district is open enrollment among schools within a particular district. This
is also known as transfer. Some intra-district plans have been controlled and seek to maintain
racial diversity in each school. Other plans have allowed students and parents to choose public
schools freely across district lines (Weiss, 1996).
To facilitate the four forms o f choice discussed by Rees (2000), vouchers and tax credits
and/or deductions were created. Vouchers are issued to parents to pay for tuition or fees at
private schools. The parents have the freedom to decide where and how to spend their vouchers.
However, there typically has been a dollar amount limit. These vouchers have been used in the
same way as food stamps and housing vouchers. Individuals, businesses, and other groups may
give vouchers directly to Iow-income children to enable them to attend private schools. Programs
have differed by the types o f support they give to families and types of schools that are eligible.
Arkansas passed a voucher bill in 1999 that provided scholarships equal to the public school
expenditure per pupil to allow students to attend a school of choice (Rees, 2000).
Tax credits and/or deductions have been another method used to facilitate choice. They
allow parents to use money they spend on private school tuition, books, and other expenses
against their income or property taxes. Idaho, for example, has allowed individual and
corporations to donate a dollar amount each year. The amount of tax credit is restricted to forty
percent o f the donor’s overall income tax liability. In 1999, the United States Supreme Court

12
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ruled this methodology as constitutional (Rees, 2000).
School Choice and Charter School Programs

Public school choices have included statewide programs in which students can choose to
enroll in any public school within the state. This status gives students the option to choose their
own districts. The degree of school choice is dependent upon individual state law. Seventeen
states have had a statewide public school choice program. These states are Arizona. Arkansas,
Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, Idaho, Iowa, Michigan, Minnesota, Nebraska, North Dakota,
Oklahoma, South Dakota, Tennessee, Utah, Washington, and Wisconsin. Nineteen states have
had a school choice program that is limited to some or all districts. These states are Alabama,
California, Florida, Indiana, Louisiana, Maine, Massachusetts, Mississippi, Missouri, Nevada.
New Hampshire, New Jersey, New Mexico, New York, Ohio, Oregon, Texas, West Virginia,
and Wyoming.
The Center for Education Reform, which is a free-market public policy organization,
determined whether the charter school law in a state was strong or weak (Center for Education
Reform, 1999). Strong charter laws have permitted local school boards and other public bodies,
such as state boards of education, public universities, or city governments to sponsor or authorize
charter schools. They have allowed dollars to follow students; offered blanket waivers of
virtually all state and local laws, regulations, and contracts; and allowed large numbers of charter
schools to be created. Weak laws have limited the number o f charters and allow only local
school boards to authorize them. These weak laws have not produced many charters and don’t
permit controlled competition with local boards, which has been central to the charter concept
(Nathan, 1999).
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The strong charter school laws have included the following 26 states: Arizona, California,
Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, District of Columbia, Florida, Georgia, Idaho, Illinois,
Louisiana, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New
York, North Carolina, Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, Texas, and
Wisconsin. The eleven weak charter school laws have included Alaska, Arkansas, Hawaii,
Kansas, Mississippi, Nevada, New Mexico, Rhode Island, Utah, Virginia, and Wyoming.
Cleveland and Milwaukee have been the only two cities with publicly sponsored, full-school
choice. Florida, Maine and Vermont have been the three states with publicly sponsored, fullschool choice. Four states have had education tax deductions or credits: Arizona, Illinois, Iowa,
and Minnesota (Rees, 2000).

Vouchers

In 1955, economist Milton Friedman published an essay. The Role o f Government
in Education that proposed tuition vouchers as a way to create competition, expand
opportunity, and improve public schools. During the 1970’s, Chris Jencks
wrote the first government commissioned education voucher plan for the United States
Government Office o f Economic Opportunity. The 1980’s produced many inner-city
scholarship funds like Peter Flanagan’s Student Sponsor Partnership in New York City.
In 1983, a Department of Education report titled A Nation at Risk was published.
Education Secretary Terrell H. Bell commissioned this bleak picture of America’s
learning institutions. It criticized schools for a marked decline in discipline and academic
standards (Clark, Cooper, Jost, & Masci, 1997).
In 1990, Milwaukee passed the parental Choice Program, which provided low-
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income parents with vouchers to send their children to nonsectarian private schools of
their choice. In 1995, the program was expanded to include religious schools. Patrick Rooney,
with Golden Rule Insurance of Indianapolis, created the first privately-funded school choice
program in 1991. The educational program funded by Rooney, CHOICE Charitable Trust is for
1,000 low-income families. In 1996, Ohio passed a publicly-funded, pilot voucher program for
Cleveland, offering 52,250 per year to 1,500 K.-3 children. They received 7,000 applications in
45 days.
During 1998, the Wisconsin Supreme Court upheld the constitutionality of the
Milwaukee parental Choice Program that included religious schools as an option for Parents
(Children First America, 2001). Also in 1999, Cleveland’s public voucher program withstood an
attack by Federal Judge Soloman Oliver. The U.S. Supreme Court stayed an injunction. The
judicial request for a stay allowed Cleveland’s school choice program to continue while the
appeal is in process (Children First America, 2001).
Theories of Charter Schools

There are six arguments that have supported charter schools. First, charter schools
provide a new opportunity for students achievement. This has been especially highlighted for
disadvantaged families. Secondly, teachers in charter schools are free from traditional chains of
bureaucracy. The hope has been that a new environment will provide teachers an opportunity to
create new strategies to facilitate learning. The third argument is that the decentralization of
schools will create increased ownership by the local stakeholders. Fourth, a decentralized, newly
created school will inspire teachers and rekindle the reason they originally chose teaching as a
career. This in turn will increase job satisfaction. Fifth, local control will encourage school
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accountability to their constituents. Finally, parents who make a choice for their child’s school,
make the first step in being involved in their child’s school experience. The hope has been that
these parents will continue to be involved. The six arguments for school choice.. (1) student
achievement; (2) teacher innovation; (3) decentralization; (4) teacher job satisfaction; (5)
parental choice; and (6) school accountability, constitute the rubrics for the literature review in
this section.

Empirical Studies on Charter Schools in the United States

Student Achievement

One of the state of Michigan goals for charter schools has been to improve the student
achievement for all pupils, including but not limited to educationally disadvantaged pupils. One
strategy to improve achievement has been to improve the learning environment. This goal
demonstrates the educational theory behind charter schools.
RPP. International (2000) reported that 58 % of the charter schools they studied were
formed to “realize an alternative vision”. The founders of charter schools viewed schools
primarily as opportunities for building high performance educational communities with the
assumption that the result would be higher academic achievement (Nathan, 1996). Research has
shown that it has been hard work to design and operate a charter school and to keep the focus on
teaching and learning (Griffin & Wohlstetter, 2001). Studies have shown that although student
achievement data are collected, many measurement tools have focused on the familiar, such as
compliance and financial stability rather than student performance (Bulkley, 1999a; Henig,
Moser, Holyoke, & Lacireno-Paquet, 1999; Hill, Lake, Celio, Campell, Herdman, & Bulkley;
2001; SRI International, 1997).
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RPP International (2000) findings were consistent with other studies completed with
charter schools. The most common reason for starting a charter school has been to bring to
reality the educational vision (Beales, 1994; Cobb, 2000; Manno, Finn, & Bierlein, 1998; U.S.
Charter Schools Organization, 2001). How do we know this educational vision has been
materialized? The seemingly easiest way to prove this is to simply compare test scores. Many
stories exist about charter schools, but little hard data follow the stories. Evaluation of a number
of charter schools has shown no statistically significant difference for student achievement
between 1998 and 2000 (Cobb & Suarez, 2000; Horn & Miron, 1999; Metcalf & Tait. 1999).
Schorr (2000) has explained that it is too early for measurement of academic
performance. Many of the schools now in existence have opened in just the last two years.
Approximately two-thirds of states with charter schools have not yet evaluated their schools for
renewal (SRI International, 2000). In addition, the first year effects of a student changing
schools have shown a decline in test scores. This would confound the results (Solomon, Paark,
& Garcia, 2001). Schorr has identified the Neighborhood House School in Boston. This school
of 180 elementary-age children serves primarily immigrants. The mostly poor, black students
enjoy school plus a center for health care, social services, adult education, parent support, and
after school activities. In 1999, the school reported a 97% attendance rate, zero expulsions, and a
number one ranking in the state for English, language arts, math, and science.
Sheppard (1998) has noted that the Center for School Change at the University of
Minnesota in Minneapolis is cautiously optimistic. In evaluation of the top 31 charter schools, a
study found that one of the charter schools ranked in the top 10 % of Alberta schools. Another
school ranked in the top 3 %. Often times the failure o f charter schools has been due to financial
or governance issues and rarely to academic issues. The most common reasons have been
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“organizational chaos, management meltdown and fiscal shenanigans” (Finn, Manno, &
Vanourek, 2000, p. ).
Rothstein (1998) has identified five reasons why standardized measures are
overemphasized and misleading. First, student achievement has been only partially affected by
school effectiveness. Most of the variation has been due to the social and economic background
of the students. It has been too difficult to attempt to adjust for these characteristics. A school
with low scores and disadvantaged students may be a better school than one with high scores and
advantaged students. Second, different tests have emphasized different skills. A math test that
rewards a student’s ability to calculate cannot be easily compared to another test that focuses on
problem solving. Third, the cost to test has been expensive. Schools have had limited budgets
and one method to reduce expenses has been to cut comers with testing. Typically, commercial
tests have been updated every five years. A result of this is that student scores have increased
annually as the teachers have learned to teach to the test. Fourth, test conditions have not been
standardized. Some schools have included children with disabilities in their testing, while others
have not. There have been no national protocols for decision making regarding inclusion or
exclusion from testing. Finally, we have lacked sophistication in test score interpretation. For
example, many schools have used “grade level’ performance as a measurement. The definition
of grade level is a national average of students with some students below and others above.
There will always be a distribution of scores. If the average is set with the low score to
encompass all; then, few children will be challenged by it (Good, 2000). In the absence of hard
data, charter school proponents have relied on anecdotes to show that charter schools are
superior (Rothstein, 1998).
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Student achievement has been one way to look at student progress. Access to programs
has been another important variable. Access has had at least two points on the continuum. One
end point has been for academically accomplished students while the opposite point has been for
special needs students. Critics of choice have maintained that vouchers have created fiefdoms
that service individual interests of social, ethnic, or cultural groups. Critics also have asserted
that the best students will leave public schools. This has been referred to as “creaming” the best
students to charter schools. The fear has been that charter schools have the potential to further
stratify schools along racial, socioeconomic, and other class-based lines (Cobb & Glass, 1999).
Another fear has been the possibility of schools engaging in a variety of forms of social sorting
(Arsen, Plank & Sykes, 1999). Witte (1994) found that students entering or applying to the
Milwaukee program tended to score below average on achievement tests compared to both the
Milwaukee Public School (MPS) population at large and their low-income MPS cohort group.
RPP International (2000) studied 27 charter schools and found that a slightly higher percentage
of students eligible for free and reduced lunch attended charter schools. However, in Colorado,
19.4% of the students in charter schools were eligible for free and reduced lunch while the state
average was 27.7% (Fitzgerald, 2000). This dispels the idea that only the best students leave
public education for a voucher program. A national study dispels the fears of social
stratification. Results yielded that 70% of charter schools had racial/ethnic compositions similar
to the surrounding district (RPP International, 2000). In Michigan, charter schools have had a
significantly higher minority population than district run schools (Public Sector Consultants &
Maximus, 1999). Sixty-nine percent o f charter school students are African/American compared
to 14% of the general Michigan population. It is important to note that integration should be
assessed by comparing the racial composition o f individual schools to the racial composition of
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the broader school community rather than the racial composition of other public schools in the
community (Greene, 2000).
However, access to the higher resource schools has not always been guaranteed. As an
example, Fuller and Elmore (1996) determined that not all residents in the Detroit area favor
choice. In fact, many oppose it. They have refused to provide access to their schools, thus
severely restricting options for inner-city families. Even when access has been provided, they
have not necessarily been willing to adjust their programs to the educational backgrounds of the
poor and minority children.
Estes (2000) has stated that advocates for students with disabilities are concerned that
charter school directors may be unprepared to meet the requirements of federal disability laws.
Charter school directors may be a liability for possible discrimination against students with
disabilities because o f their lack of expertise in service delivery, lack of experience with legal
requirements, and limited funding resulting in inadequate programming. These variables may
result in students with disabilities being isolated and educated in segregated environments
(Council for Exceptional Children, 1999; Lange & Ysseldyke, 1994; Lange & Ysseldyke, 1998;
Rothstein, 1999; Silver, 1998).
Access for special needs children has not been encouraged in many charter schools.
Studies have demonstrated that programming has been lacking for these individuals and
enrollment has not been encouraged. Parents have tended to enroll children with mild disabilities
in charter schools but rarely those children with severe disabilities (Fiore, Harwell, Blackorby, &
Finnigan, 2000). The pattern for some schools has been to tell parents that only inclusion is
available. If they desire the full spectrum of services, then parents have been encouraged to look
elsewhere or have waived their child’s right to entitlements under the law (DiLorenzo, 1997).
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Access is one opportunity that is available in public schools. The basic function of
schools has been to create opportunities for children to acquire knowledge, skills, and behaviors
that are essential to the development o f citizens preparing for success (Brown & Moffett, 1999).
Wells (as cited in Fuller & Elmore, 1996) has demonstrated that many African-American
adolescents have not opted to participate in the metropolitan choice scheme. She stated that the
reason many young white families have settled in suburbs has been to find neighborhood schools
that embrace their values. Wells has suggested that every other ethnic group has employed the
same cultural logic. African-American adolescent youth attending suburban schools have never
felt like a part of the school. They got up at 5 a.m. to be bused to the school. Often times they
were segregated for informational sessions. Administrators labeled them as voluntary transfer
students. The students felt that calling them out of class as voluntary transfer students was just
another way to keep them separate. These students found it was difficult to participate in
activities after school because they immediately were bused home when classes were dismissed.
The students who remained at the transfer school cited their parental influence as the reason they
stayed.
One way to look at teacher innovation is with the educators who are innovating their own
charter schools. Two public school teachers in Boston were frustrated with their educational
vision and professional norms never materializing. They began a school with 65 students in
grades 9 and 10. They measured success in terms of numbers of students. They had a waiting list
and were planning to expand (Manno, Finn, & Bierlein, 1998). In Detroit, a similar scenario
created St. Paul’s City Academy. This charter school has focused on students who were dropped
or pushed out of traditional schools. They too have experienced a growing number of students
(Manno, Finn, & Bierlein, 1998).
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Charter schools have been an institutional innovation by themselves. As we look a little
deeper, Arsen, Sykes, and Plank (1999) identified three core areas for innovation: (I) governance
and management, (2) school organization, and (3) teaching and learning. Some have felt that the
control of the school’s governance and management is the most important area.
Governance structures are where most of the change has occurred (Kolderie, 1998). This
has provided a pivotal role for administrators in the leadership role (Wells & others, 1998). An
interesting innovation in charter schools is the operational management. Some charter schools
have used not-for-profit educational management organizations while others have utilized the
traditional district run management. The majority (70%) of Michigan charter schools contracted
with educational management organizations (EMOs) (Arsen, Plank & Sykes, 1999).
Another is a study, funded by the National Education Association (NEA), that looked at
teacher unions and charter schools. Sixty-eight percent of the charter schools reported little or no
union involvement in the school (Koppich, Holmes, & Plecki, 1998). Many states have allowed
teachers of charter schools to decide locally if they wish to participate with organized labor
unions.
Overall, no conclusive data to date have indicated that charter schools are failing their
students and even have shown some positive achievement results. Generally, evidence on the
academic effectiveness of charter schools has been mixed (Gill, Timpane, Ross & Brewer,
2001). As the charter school movement progresses, so does the need for quality and quantity of
achievement data.

Teacher Innovation

Another State of Michigan goal for charter schools is to create new professional
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opportunities for teachers in a new type of public school. This new school structure and
education program may be designed with innovation and managed by teachers at the schoo 1-site
level. This goal has represented the hope of the decentralized approach. Teachers can be free to
create new programs and be innovative without the constraint of state requirements.
Innovation is difficult to define. Good and Braden (2000) have provided two possibilities
for defining innovation: (1) creating something new and different, (2) improving what already
exists. Many traditional public schools have had a school improvement team to assess current
practices and consider alternative improvement strategies.
Innovation is important for three reasons. First, many state charters have required
innovative strategies. Public funds have been used to demonstrate innovative outcomes but little
results exist to date.
Second, good education has been based on carefully planned innovation. The innovation
also needs to be evaluated because evaluation is critical to the measurement of these new
practices evaluation and will provide information about the success o f the teaching practice.
Evaluation also gives us possibilities of where to continue looking for ongoing improvement
(Good, 2000).
Third, with regard to teaching and learning, few innovative approaches to classroom
instruction have been found in the research (Horn & Miron, 1999; Public Sector Consultant and
Maximus, 1999; SRI, 1998; Stout & Gam, 1999). SRI International demonstrated that 85% of
the charter schools took a traditional approach to instruction. In a study conducted by Griffin
and Wohlstetter (2001), instruction in charter schools was generally characterized by three
qualities: (1) low student-faculty ratios, (2) small class size, and (3) personalized learning. The
teachers were responsible for creating an individual learning environment.

1

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

The best case scenario has been to develop an instructional program that has both clear
curricula and pedagogy that details how teachers will get students to achieve at high levels
(Griffin & Wohlstetter, 2001). Research has demonstrated the difficulty in developing
instructional programs (Gusky & Peterson, 1996; Slavin, Madden, Dolan, Wasik, Ross, Smith, &
Dianda, 1996). This challenge has been heightened by charter schools with vague mission
statements and the tension to create something quickly in a short amount o f time. Mintrom
(2000) argued that for a charter school to be successful and innovative, it must be allowed to
experiment with pedagogy and school management.
Teachers have been key to developing innovative approaches and need ongoing
educational support. Teacher professional development refers to teachers acquiring new
knowledge and skills. Typically, high performing schools have had a fair amount of teacher
professional development (Louis, Marks, & Kruse, 1996; Newmann & Wehlage, 1995;
Wohlstetter, Mohrman, & Robertson, 1997).
A charter school study conducted by Griffin and Wohlstetter (2001) found no ongoing
integrated professional development. One school compensated by developing a specific
curriculum committee and another hired a standards consultant.
Ross, Brownell and Sindelar (1999) also discussed professional development for
teachers. They found an expansive amount of literature regarding educational methods and
outcomes. Many of these educational methods were the latest in innovative teaching strategies.
What was lacking was a collaboration between schools and universities. The universities would
lend strength to the school’s weak research.
The hope of charter schools has been to encourage innovation. Soares, Williams, and
Connor (2000) proposed a charter school dedicated to teaching. Their curriculum had many
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familiar concepts such as block schedules, mastery of content, and field experiences. We know
creativity and innovation take time to develop, design, produce, and evaluate. The question is
how long is long enough before we see innovative programs? Most charter schools have not
been around long enough to learn what fruit they will ultimately bear (Manno, Finn, & Bierlein,
1998).
Yet another way to look at innovation is from a local approach. Manno, Finn and
Bierlein (1998) made a case that disgruntled parents don’t want to hear of a school a thousand
miles away that may be better for their child. They need and want something in their own
neighborhood. When all your school district offers is the same old thing without good success,
then a new approach, although it may not be revolutionary, appears to be innovative.
Four innovations of charter schools overall have been: (1) schools for special
populations, (2) distance learning and home schooling, (3) teacher cooperatives, and (4) contract
schools. Schools for special populations is a niche to retrieve those students who vanish from
traditional schools. These may be students who are in the special needs group, juvenile
corrections, have a different learning style that traditional education doesn’t accommodate.
Distance learning and home schools are open twenty-four hours a day. Teacher cooperatives
typically have no employees and contract for educational and management services. These
schools offers an individualized, competency-based approach to learning. Middle and high
school students work at their own pace to complete the competencies. Contract schools do just
that - contract many or all of their services out (Manno, Finn, & Bierlein, 1998).
Decentralization

Innovative teaching methods have reflected the intent of the decentralized theory. The

25
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

Center for Policy Research in Education (CPRE, 1990) stated that decentralization is means for
improving schools. In a decentralized approach, the primary stakeholders, teachers; students;
and parents, participate in key school-level decisions.
Carlson (1996) has told us that two adaptations of decentralization can emerge. One is
that the local school gains more control of their future. In one adaptation, the decentralization of
a school system places the power to make decisions at a local level. The decision makers then
become the key stakeholders. These are the principal, teachers, and parents in a neighborhood
school. In the other adaptation, the state has greater control but in a more sophisticated manner,
which is essentially coercion. The state conveys that the local schools have more control; but
because of policy and structure, the neighborhood schools actually have little authority to make
decisions.
Charter schools are public schools that operate independently of local districts
(Wildavsky, 1999). The extent of autonomy given to charter schools has varied considerably
across state charter school laws, some have been the genuine article while others have been less
than desirable (Vanourek, Manno, & Finn, 1997). Some states have given schools full power
over their budgets, organizational structures, personnel, and curricula while others have been
reluctant in turning over that authority (Bierlein & Mulholland, 1995; Buechler. 1996: Education
Commission of the States, 1995; Wohlstetter, Mohrman, & Robertson, 1997). Some developers
have been given flexibility to decide their own educational objectives (Center for Education
Reform, 2000). Advocates have contended that the increased autonomy will create innovative
ideas (Nathan, 1996). The concept of autonomy has been central to the success of charter
schools. Hassel (1999) described charter schools as lighthouses or experimental laboratories
from which children can leam.
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Datnow (1994) found that the preliminary findings of a charter school case study led to
an increase in teacher professionalism due to local control or decentralization. The author also
stated that the culture of a school varies in each situation and is a contributor to professionalism.
Corwin and Flaherty (1995) found that the high autonomy schools reported greater freedoms in
terms o f purchasing power and resources spent on instruction. Teachers reported more influence
over decisions but a heavier workload. One of the most common innovations identified was sitebased governance. However, Horn and Miron (1999) reported virtually no innovation in charter
school curriculum and instruction, partially because teachers were excluded from the decision
making process. This was supported by another Michigan study (Public Sector Consultants,
1999) and researchers Stout and Gam (1999) who studied Arizona charter schools.
Soares, Williams, and Connor (2000) identified the major advantage of charter schools as
freedom from state regulations. This freedom opened the door to new professional opportunities
under shared decision making. Professional educators experienced an autonomy of operation as
well (Bierlein & Mulholland, 1994). It is important to note that even though these educators
have experienced some freedoms, it does not mean there was no structure. Research has
demonstrated how important it is to have a formal structure for decision making (Elmore, 1995;
David, 1996; Wohlstetter, Mohrman, & Robertson, 1997). Griffin and Wohlstetter (2001) found
that smaller schools were particularly unlikely to have well-developed structures. The decision
making tended to be decentralized with committees, families, task forces, or teams organized by
subject areas or grade levels of related curricula.
Research has shown that charter school teachers also feel empowered. In a study
conducted by Vanourek, Manno, Finn, and Bierlein (1997), nearly all of the teachers were
finding personal fulfillment and professional reward. Teachers who felt empowered
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demonstrated this in a variety of ways. In a study about Arizona’s situation, Gresham, Hess, and
Maranto (2000) found that teachers in charter schools reported have higher influence over
curricula, instructional materials, and class schedules than teachers in the district schools. These
charter school teachers reported close relationships with colleagues, principals, and parents.
Many teachers agreed that parents have helped the teachers improve their teaching.

Teacher Job Satisfaction

Teacher job satisfaction has been key to instruction. The goal for many charter schools
has been to create new professional opportunities for teachers. The intent has been to open
opportunities for teachers and they will feel free to innovate new learning strategies for students.
Decentralization is another concept that has been in tandem with teacher job satisfaction.
Teachers who have been involved in the decision making of the school feel ownership and,
therefore, are more satisfied with their career choice. Finn, Manno, and Vanourek (2000) found
the biggest plus for charter teachers has been professional empowerment.
The traditional approach to school management has been tight control and bureaucracy.
Darling-Hammond (1995) stated that in order to implement change in education, a sense of
commitment has to be present. Commitment is pivotal for substantial change to occur.
Otherwise, only superficial issues are addressed (Senge, 1990). Several studies in the fields of
education and organizational development have demonstrate the important link between
commitment and employee contribution (Bass, 1985; Meyer, Paunnen, Gellatly, Goffin, &
Jackson, 1989; Randall, Fedor, & Longnecker, 1990; Blase & Roberts, 1994).
Commitment also has been linked to job satisfaction. Three indicators that have
demonstrated this link are (I) the degree o f an individual’s identification with the organization or

28
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

school (Shaw & Reyes, 1992; Talbert & McLauglin, 1996), ( 2) an individual’s perceived ability
to contribute positively (Darling-Hammond, 1995; Glisson & Durick, 1988), and (3)
organizational conditions that allow an individual to feel valued (Dalla Cost, 1995; Senge, 1990).
Job satisfaction will indicate whether individuals are connected effectively to the institution,
simply comply with directives, or quit (Hirschman, 1970; Randall, Fedor, & Longenecker.
1990).
Teachers described job satisfaction as how they felt about coming to work each day.
They gauged their sense of success or lack thereof, around how they performed with students
(Taylor & Tashakkori, 1995). In the teaching profession it is difficult to measure success in
terms o f student achievement as discussed earlier. Often, the perception of job satisfaction has
been based on affective or subjective judgments about the degree to which a teacher has
successfully achieved instructional objectives (Ma & MacMilan, 1999).
From the literature, we know that commitment has been linked to job satisfaction. The
three variables typically identified are (1) individual identification with the organization, (2)
perceived ability to contribute, and (3) value to the organization. To determine teacher job
satisfaction based on student achievement has been a challenge. It is subjective and depends on
the response of the individual as opposed to an evaluation of his or her teaching skills. Teachers
have reported high levels of satisfaction with charter schools (Center for Applied Research and
Educational Improvement, 1998; Horn & Miron, 1998). They reported feeling positive about
their experience but that they also felt overwhelmed (Texas Education Agency, 1999; Wells &
others, 1998). This may have been part of the reason for high vacancy rates in start up schools
(Wells & others).
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Parental Choice

Providing parents and pupils with greater choice among public schools has been a goal
that demonstrates both the decentralized approach as mentioned above and the philosophical
theory. Kane (1992) argued that the choice we make is an ominous task because we place our
future in these decisions. Kane discussed the foundation of the human spirit and intellect and
asked, “Who has the right, through schools, to guide the emerging intellect and spirit of the
individual?”. School choice has begged the question: Who has the right and authority to make
this decision? A balance must be made between the state role and the parental role for the child.
Parents and lawmakers have had similar goals. Nathan and Powers (1996) found that
legislators who supported school improvement initiatives were among the most frequent elected
officials to introduce charter school legislation. A California study identified six motivators for
attracting parents and students to charter schools: (1) educational programs, (2) opportunities for
parental involvement, (3) safety, (4) technology, (5) better teachers, and (6) location (WestEd &
University of Southern California, 1998). Lynch (2000) found that in a 1998 poll, 65% of the
Washington, DC African-Americans with an annual income less than 550,000 supported
vouchers. Schorr (2000) found that 70% of the charter schools studied had waiting lists. Parents
see charter school as their ticket out of a dysfunctional bureaucratic education system.
Often times, pro-choice advocates have identified poor students trapped in failing schools
(Rees, 2000) and have argued that competition drives up quality. The students who selected a
charter school would benefit because they would be choosing a better school. The word “better”
was defined by each family. The students who stayed would benefit as well because allowing
families to choose would force teachers to offer the very best they have. The Education
Commission of the States (1995) found the top three reasons for choosing a charter school was
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(1) better teaching and learning for all children, (2) the school was managed according to certain
principles and/or philosophy, and (3) innovation. Similarly, parents in the Edgewood school
district in San Antonio identified academic quality, teacher quality and what was taught in class
as the most important reasons for selecting that school (Goodman & Steiger, 2001).
Parents choosing charter schools have been making an impact on public schools as well.
Poetter and Knight (2001) found that by increasing the viable choices for schools, public schools
were forced to compete. The argument has been that the competition drives up the quality which
creates a win/win for the children and their families. The reality has been that school districts
have not responded with swift dramatic improvements (Rofes, 1998). Most school districts have
continued their business of education and slowly have responded to charter schools. More of the
change can be seen in the control office operations and by tracking students who leave or return
to the district (RPP International, 2001).
Dosdall (2001) discussed parental demands in his recent article. He stated that most
parents and community groups are willing to give public schools the first chance to meet the
needs of their students. Most parents don’t really want the management responsibility of hiring
and firing staff, managing the payroll, or maintaining the building. Some parents, however, do
want to be involved in governance and have more of an option with a charter school.
Dosdall (2001) has encouraged parents to shop around. But to do that, they must first
have choices. This is a different concept than parents numbly sending their youngsters off to
local public schools and assuming every school is the same. Shopping around requires
knowledge and criteria.
Charter schools cannot meet every need of every student. Manno (2001) addressed the
allegation that charter schools don’t adequately serve disabled children. Parents o f disabled and

31
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

non-disabled children must be clear about what a charter school will and will not do for their
student. If parents are looking for a place for their children to play varsity football and leam
Japanese, the charter school probably won’t work for them. It is important to remember that
student and school characteristics vary considerably across the country. Some charters have seen
more urban, at-risk students (RPP International, 1999). Charter schools have tended to be
smaller than their district-run counterparts. The median size class has been 137 versus the 475 in
traditional public schools (RPP International, 2000). The majority (70%) have been new
schools.
Many court cases have emerged because of the charter school movement. One of the
issues has been the separation between church and state. The Supreme Court has held cases that
provide unrestricted public funding to private, religious schools or as a result of designations by
private individuals (Lewin, 1999). Russell (2001) stated that one of the greatest obstacles for
parent choice has been the constant opposition from those who insist that the provision of
educational benefits to all children must translate into a political competition between private
and public school communities.
Parental involvement typically was equated to time spent in the school or with school
related activities for parents. Shneider, Teske, and Marschall (1997) compared communities of
charter school parents with public school parents. They found that parents of the charter school
children were significantly more likely to belong to the PTA, engage in volunteer work at their
school, trust their child’s teacher, and talk more to their student’s teacher.
Another perspective on parent involvement has come from those who have begun their
own charter schools. Both the Oakland Academy Charter School in Oakland, California and The
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Emily Charter School in rural Minnesota gained enormous support from their communities to
develop as neighborhood charter schools (Manno, Finn, & Bierlein, 1998).
Overall, parents o f students in voucher and charter schools have been more satisfied on a
number of levels with charter schools (Gill, Timpane, Ross, & Brewer, 2001). Two-thirds of the
parents surveyed rated the charter school better in class size, school size, attention from teachers,
quality of instruction, and curriculum. In Minnesota and Texas, 85 to 90% of parents with
students in a charter schools gave their school an “A”or “B”grade. Only 70% of public schools
received a similar score (Center for Applied Research and Educational Improvement, 1998; Rose
& Gallup, 2000; Texas Education Agency, 2000). In Connecticut, 61% o f students said they
would recommend a charter school to a friend (Horn & Miron, 1998).

School Accountability

School accountability for students’ educational performance has been achieved by
placing full responsibility for performance at the school-site level. This decentralized approach
allows the neighborhood school members a much stronger voice. Parents and students have
made up one of two constituencies invested in charter schools. The other has been government
in terms of authorizers that grant charters and government entities that oversee legal
requirements involving charter schools. The spirit behind these two groups has been that they
will mutually reinforce accountability. Finn, Manno, & Vanourek (2000) have maintained that
the chief aim of accountability has been to find and sustain good schools while weeding out or
repairing the bad ones.
Charter school boards often have seen interested parents on their boards, which is
different from interested citizens who serve on public school boards. Research has shown that
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charter schools operate like small business units that includes parents involved in the decisions
about teaching and learning. Hill, Lake, Celio, Campell, Herdman, & Bulkley (2001) found that
charter schools have been more focused on accountability to immediate stakeholders, teachers;
parents; and students, than to authorizers. The charter small business method is different from
the district model that uses professional educators in the decision-making process (Newmann &
Wehlage, 1995; Wohlstetter, Mohrman, & Robertson, 1997). Research in site-managed schools
has emphasized the importance of a network of decision-making structures organized around the
business of schooling, which is basically curriculum and assessment plus budgeting and
personnel (David, 1996; Newmann & Whlage, 1995; Wohlstetter, Mohrman, & Robertson,
1997). An important issue that impacts charter school autonomy has been who is the authorizer
o f the charter. The two options that have emerged are a local school district or a public school
that has converted to charter school status. A recent study found that the promise of increased
flexibility in exchange for increased accountability may be occurring more in charter schools that
are sponsored by non-local agencies than those sponsored by local agencies (SRI International,
2000). RPP International (2002) survey results have supported the finding that pre-existing
public schools have less control than the newly created schools.
Charter schools have been exempt from many laws and regulations but have had one very
important requirement - school accountability. School success has depended on how rigorous
this school accountability has been taken seriously. School accountability has been defined as
the process by which authorizers of charter schools and other stakeholders, such as parents and
students ensure that charter schools meet their goals (Ablemann, Elmore, Even, Kenyon, &
Marshall, 1999; Kirst, 1990, Newmann, King, & Rigdon, 1997, Wohlstetter, Smyer, &
Mohrman, 1994). Accountability systems for charter schools have required three Criteria: (I)
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performance standards forjudging whether or not charter schools are meeting their goals, (2)
assessment information for evaluating student performance at charter schools, and (3)
rewards/sanctions for the success or failure of charter schools in meeting their goals (Griffin &
Wohlstetter, 2001). In addition, according to Finn, Manno, and Bierlein (1996), state charter
school laws have prescribed three general Criteria: (1) reasonable progress on meeting each
school’s own goals for its students, (2) standards of fiscal management concerning the proper use
of funds, and (3) general probity and avoidance of scandal. Administrators have felt that the
absence of an accountability plan has been largely due to weak organizational capacity
(Hannaway, 1999; Newmann, King, & Rigdon, 1995).
Accountability for student performance at the school site level has involved two
important variables: (I) the students and (2) the cost. First, one third of children entering
kindergarten were unprepared to leam. These students lacked physical health, confidence,
maturity, and general knowledge (Boyer, 1991). In addition, one child in approximately ten was
at risk for failure in school because of social, emotional, and health handicaps (Dryfoos. 1994).
Ronsaville and Hakim (2000) found that the African American race had the biggest risk for
inadequate health care. Of the 7,776 infants studied over a 9-year period, the investigators found
that cultural barriers existed in seeking preventative care. Many public schools have been
offering health care programs because school is where the majority of children are, especially atrisk youth from lower socioeconomic backgrounds. The Neighborhood House School, discussed
earlier in this text, has been providing health services. The school reported a 97% attendance
rate, zero expulsions, and a number one ranking in English, language arts, math, and science
(Schorr, 2000). As we can see, the educational program must be focused at the site level to meet
the demands of the specific neighborhood children who attend the school.
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Blum (2000) argued that standards are important, but standards-based reform is not the
only thing needed. Once standards have been agreed upon, a systemic school improvement
process is essential for schools and districts to become accountable for learning by all students.
Schools using standards and a continual learning process have become increasingly accountable
to their constituents.
The second variable for school accountability has been cost. Many poor families could
not afford to send their child or live in the school district that they felt performed best. Typical
voucher families have been poor, small (usually less than two children), and headed by a single
parent (Green, Peterson, & Jingtao, 1996).
The expense of charter schools requires some detail. On the surface, per-pupil funding
has looked to be the same for charter and public schools. At a closer look, charter schools have
spent less per pupil on instruction and instructional support, but more on business administration
(Arsen, 1999; Prince, 1999; Chriss, Nash, & Stem, 1992; Nelson, 1997). Hidden costs have
existed. Duplicative costs included such items as administration, computer labs, and libraries.
Public schools have provided such services as busing, which has been included in the per-pupil
cost. Most charter schools have not provided services such as busing but have had the same perpupil dollars (Molnar, 1996). In addition to the discrepancy in expenses, the issue of busing has
created the question of who gets bused? Poor urban residents cannot afford cars, and do not have
a network system that supports carpools (Dykgraaf & Lewis, 1998).
Charter schools have been funded as if they have had the same number of at-risk or
special education students as public schools. However, in most situations, this has not been true
and the charter schools have been over funded. Four important key issues regarding special
education have been identified: (I) the number of students who gave up their special education
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status to attend charter schools, ( 2) how students were identified as special education and
distributed among charter schools, (3) how much money was spent on these students, and (4)
how special education students have been less likely to be involved in charters (Nelson, 1999).
Another hidden cost has involved the level of schooling that is provided. Elementary
schools have been less costly to operate than secondary schools (Arsen, Plank & Sykes, 1999).
More elementary charter schools have existed than secondary schools.
Finally, the cost of children leaving public schools has been an issue. Fuller and Elmore
(1996) stated that when children leave the poor districts, the financial results can be detrimental
without any realistic opportunity to react constructively and improve the school services. They
referred to this as the rich getting richer and the poor getting poorer. The social stratification
created a whole new class of poor. A vicious circle has emerged. Charter schools will be
financed by steadily increasing the burden on already inadequately funded public school
programs (Shamon, 1996).
School accountability is multifaceted. Students are one part of the equation. Family and
local support is another portion but cost is a huge variable. The financial situation drives the
amount of resources coming to the school and, therefore, effects the programming.
Summary of the Literature Review

Selection of a school incorporates many variables. The literature contains five Themes:
(1) student achievement, (2) decentralization, (3) teacher innovation, (4) school accountability,
and (5) parental choice. The overall number one reason parents select a charter school is to
realize an educational vision. Some researchers contend that it is too early to grade the charter
school progress; others are critical of the anecdotal information that emerges with no hard data.
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Hard data is difficult to obtain using the standardized testing route. The standardized test has a
whole host of problems as well. We learned hat access to education is key. It is an especially
critical issue for children of low income and children with disabilities. The fear is that charter
schools are too new to meet the complex needs o f complex children.
Innovation occurs at two levels: the classroom and the system. The literature search
revealed little innovation at the classroom level. The three current trends are (1) low studentfaculty ratios, (2) small class sizes, and (3) personalized learning. An important aspect of
innovation is the ongoing professional development of teachers which is often missing in small
charter schools. On a system level, the four overall innovations are (1) schools for special
populations, (2) distance learning or home schooling, (3) teacher cooperatives, and (4) contract
schools.
The decentralized approach of charter schools frees them from bureaucratic restraints.
Individual state law really defines how much freedom exists for charter schools. The literature
cautions charter schools that freedom does not mean lack o f structure. Structure is still needed
for decision making. One of the hopes with decentralization is that teachers will feel empowered
to create new methods of learning.

Teacher job satisfaction is imperative to the success o f a

school program. Many charter schools hope to create new professional opportunities for
teachers. These opportunities could then be translated into innovative teaching strategies. The
literature review provides needed elements of teacher job satisfaction. Commitment is crucial.
The teacher needs to identify with the organization, feel an ability to contribute, and value the
organization.
Parental choice is the last of the five components found in the literature. Surprisingly,
despite the lack of hard data that clearly defines charter schools as “better”, parents are still
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moving their children to charter schools. One of the reasons is the hope of realizing an
educational vision. Research also shows that parents o f charter school students spend more time
at the charter school than parents of public school students. School accountability is about
meeting established goals. Often times, interested parents will be members on charter school
boards, a phenomenon which is different from interested citizens on district school boards. This
brings a new level o f accountability and a stronger commitment to meeting the goals. Typically,
most charter school laws want to see three things: (1) reasonable progress in meeting each
school’s own goals, (2) standards for fiscal management concerning the proper use of funds, and
(3) general probity and avoidance of scandal.

Research Purpose and Questions

Purpose o f the Studv

The purpose of the study is to investigate whether or not charter schools have
materialized their promise. No national, comprehensive study has been conducted thus far in
America. Cohen (1997) writes that there is a paucity of data about the effect of school choice on
educational achievement and cost. The study will compare charter schools and public schools.
The findings will assist parents when selecting a school, give feedback to administrators of
schools, and provide policy makers with data for decision-making.

Research Questions

The study will investigate answers to five research questions:
1.

Do charter schools provide students with more opportunity than public schools for

learning and access to quality education for students?
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2.

Do charter school teachers use more innovative teaching methods than public

schools? Are teachers in charter schools more involved in management of the school than public
school teachers?
3.

Do teachers in charter schools have a higher sense of job satisfaction than public

school teachers?
4.

Are parents of charter schools more involved in school affairs than parents of public

schools?
5.

Do charter schools have a higher sense o f accountability than public schools?

Limitations of the Study

The 1999-2000 Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS), an existing data bank is used for the
study. Therefore, the questions were formulated after the SASS tool was implemented and before
data were collected. As a result, the scope of this study is limited. However, SASS is a
comprehensive survey and the five questions cover the major dimensions of schooling.
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CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY

This study investigates the outcomes of charter schools. Five main questions are
formulated using the goals established by the United States Charter Schools organization as the
baseline. The five study areas include: (1) outcomes for learning and access to quality education,
(2) teacher innovation and teacher involvement in school management, (3) teacher job
satisfaction, (4) parental involvement, and (5) school accountability. The chapter discusses (a)
source o f data; (b) sample; and (c) variables; measurement scale, and data analysis approach.

Source of Data
The Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS) is the nation’s largest sample survey o f both
public and private schools. The survey was conducted by the National Center for Education
Statistics in 1987-88, 1990-91, 1993-94, 1999-2000. SASS is representative of K-12 teachers,
principals, schools, and school districts. The districts are stratified at a state and national level.
The data are collected from the private and public sectors and are a reliable source of
information. SASS provides the flexibility to analyze data across the various components of the
study. The data selected for this dissertation is from SASS 1999-2000, the most recent edition.
During the 1999-2000 SASS, data was collected from all charter schools.
The data used in this study was released in June, 2002. It was weighted to achieve
statistics that are representative of the national population of public and charter school teachers,
principals, and schools. All schools and grade levels were used for this study. Various
components of the sample are as follows in Table 2 below.
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Table 2

Public and Charter School Sample

Public Schools

C harter Schools

Unweighted

Weighted

Unweighted

Weighted

School

8,432

12,990

870

1,234

Principal

8,524

7,035

655

717

Teacher

42,086

121,231

2,847

8,833

Actual total number of schools

83,725

1,010

Actual total number of principals

82,802

988

Actual total number of teachers

2,984,781

17,477

Variables. Measurement Scale, and Data Analysis Approach

The independent variable is school type, (i.e., public versus charter schools). The
dependent variables are the programs that improve the learning environment, innovation among
teaching methods, teacher job satisfaction and involvement in school decision making, parent
involvement, and school accountability. The dependent variables are measured in nominal and
interval data from surveys of public and charter schools, teachers, and principals. The table
below lists the research question and how the terms are operationalized by selecting survey items
from SASS, 1999-2000. The table also lists the measurement scale and data analysis approach
for each survey item.
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Weighting and Relative Weighting

A relative sample weight, which was based on the SASS 1999 final weight was Used to
approximate the population and to adjust to the actual sample size of the study. The findings
may be generalized to the national population of public and charter school respondents during
the 1999 survey (Shen, 1997).
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Chi-Square

College bound

18c. Immersion in a foreign language program.

Nominal data
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Nominal data

Chi-Square
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Table 3 - Continued

L /i

Research Question

Survey Question

Measurement Scale

Data Analysis
Approach

College bound

18e. International baccalaureate (IB).

Nominal data

Chi-Square

Career orientated

18f.

Specialized career academy.

Nominal data

Chi-Square

School to work

18g. Specialized Tech-Prep prograni(s).

Nominal data

Chi-Square

Behavior Challenged

19a. A program for students with discipline or adjustment
problems.

Nominal data

Chi-Square

Underserved
population

19b. Medical health care services

Nominal data

Chi-Square

Family constraints

19c. Extended day or before-school or after-school day care
programs.

Nominal data

Chi-Square

Student Support

32f.

Nominal data

Chi-Square

Student support services professional staff
1.
Nurse
2.
Social Workers
3.
Psychologist.
4.
Speech Therapists or pathologists.
5.
Other student support services professional staff.
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Table 3 - Continued

Research Question

Survey Question

Measurement Scale

Data Analysis
Approach

Organization of the
school time

Public School Survey
Has this school implemented the following?
22a. Scheduling of class periods to create extended
instructional blocks of time (block scheduling).

Nominal data

Chi-Square

Additional
opportunities

22b. Before school or after- school enrichment programs.

Nominal data

Chi-Square

Summer school to
meet requirements

22c. Academic intersessions or summer school activities for
students needing extra assistance to meet academic
expectations?

Nominal data

Chi-Square

Summer school to
exceed requirements

22d. Academic intersessions or summer school activities for
students seeking academic advancement or acceleration.

Nominal data

Chi-Square

Do Uofdays exceed
required?

22e. School calendar where number days for students
exceeds mandator)' days per year.

Nominal data

Chi-Square

Do charter school
teachers use more
innovative teaching
methods than
public schools?

On
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Table 3 - Continued

Survey Question

Measurement Scale

Data Analysis
Approach

22f. Year round calendar to distribute school days across
twelve months.

Nominal data

Chi-Square

College bound
students

25a. College credits offered through community colleges,
colleges, or distance learning providers.

Nominal data

Chi-Square

School to work
initiatives

25b. Work-based learning or internships, in which students
earn course credits for supervised learning activities
that occur in paid or unpaid workplace assignments.

Nominal data

Chi-Square

Career design

25c. Career learning, as a class or part of a class in which
students learn about possible careers.

Nominal data

Chi-Square

Career design

25d. Job Shadowing, in which students leant about a job by
following the schedule of a person who holds that job.

Nominal data

Chi-Square

Innovative
classroom
organization

Teacher Survey
34a. Category best describes the way your classes at this
school are organized?

Research Question

1.

Departmentalized

Nominal data

Chi-Square

2.

Elementary Enrichment Class

Nominal data

Chi-Square
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Table 3 - Continued

Research Question

Survey Question

Measurement Scale

Data Analysis
Approach

3.

Self-contained class

Nominal data

Chi-Square

4.

Team Teaching

Nominal data

Chi-Square

5.

Pull-out class

Nominal data

Chi-Square

Teacher Survey:
59t. I sometimes feel it is a waste of time to try and do my
best as a teacher

Interval

Chi-Square

59v. I am generally satisfied with being a teacher at this
school.

Interval

Chi-Square

61a. If you could go back to college and start over again,
would you become a teacher or not?

Interval

Chi-Square

Do teachers in
charter schools
have a higher sense
of job satisfaction
than public school
teachers?

■£-

00
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Table 3 - Continued

Research Question

Survey Question

Measurement Scale

Data Analysis
Approach

Are teachers in
charter schools
more involved with
school management
than in public
schools?

57a. Setting performance standards for students at this
school.

Interval

Chi-Square

57b. Est. curriculum

Interval

Chi-Square

57c. Determining the content of in-service professional
development programs?

Interval

Chi-Square

57d. Evaluating teachers?

Interval

Chi-Square

57e. Hiring new full-time teachers?

Interval

Chi-Square

57f.

Interval

Chi-Square

Interval

Chi-Square

Setting discipline policy?

57g. Deciding how the school budget will be spent?

4^

VO

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

Table 3 - Continued

Research Question

Survey Question

Measurement Scale

Data Analysis
Approach

School Survey; Parent Involvement.
If YES for 27a-28c, then what proportion of parents
participated?

Nominal data

Chi-Square

27a.

Nominal data

Chi-Square

27b. Regularly scheduled schoolwide parent-teacher
conferences.

Nominal data

Chi-Square

27c. Special subject area events(e.g., science fair, concert)

Nominal data

Chi-Square

27d. Parent Education workshop or courses

Nominal data

Chi-Square

27f.

Nominal data

Chi-Square

27e. Written contract between school and parent

Nominal data

Chi-Square

27h. Parents involved in governance?

Nominal data

Chi-Square

Are parents of
children of charter
schools more
involved in school
affairs than parents
of public schools?

U\

O

Open house or back-to-school night?

Parents as volunteers in the school.

Table 3 - Continued

Research Question

Survey Question

Innovative
classroom
organization

Teacher Survey
34a. Category best describes the way your classes at this
school are organized?

Measurement Scale

Data Analysis
Approach

Departmentalized

Nominal data

Chi-Square

Elementary Enrichment Class

Nominal data

Chi-Square

3.

Self-contained class

Nominal data

Chi-Square

4.

Team Teaching

Nominal data

Chi-Square

5.

Pull-out class

Nominal data

Chi-Square

Interval

Chi-Square

2.

Do teachers in
charter schools
have a higher sense
of job satisfaction
than public school
teachers?
Teacher Survey:
59t. I sometimes feel it is a waste of time to try and do my
best as a teacher
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Table 3 - Continued

Research Question

Are teachers in
charter schools
more involved with
school management
than in public
schools?

I^

Survey Question

Measurement Scale

Data Analysis
Approach

59v. 1 am generally satisfied with being a teacher at this
school.

Interval

Chi-Square

61a. If you could go back to college and start over again,
would you become a teacher or not?

Interval

Chi-Square

57a. Setting performance standards for students at this
school.

Interval

Chi-Square

57b. Est. curriculum

Interval

Chi-Square

57c. Determining the content of in-service professional
development programs?

Interval

Chi-Square

57d. Evaluating teachers?

Interval

Chi-Square

57e. Miring new full-time teachers?

Interval

Chi-Square

57f.

Interval

Chi-Square

Setting discipline policy?
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Table 3 - Continued

Research Question

Survey Question

Measurement Scale

Data Analysis
Approach

27i.

Nominal data

Chi-Square

Nominal data

Chi-Square

Principal Questionnaire:
10a. Setting performance standards for students of this
school.
8.
Parent association

Nominal data

Chi-Square

10b. Establishing curriculum at this school.
8.
Parent association

Nominal data

Chi-Square

10c. Determining the content of in-service professional
development programs for teachers at this school.
9.
Parent association

Nominal data

Chi-Square

lOd. Evaluating teachers in this school.
Parent association
7.

Nominal data

Chi-Square

10c. Hiring new full-time teachers at this school.
6. Parent association

Nominal data

Chi-Square

lOf.
7.

Nominal data

Chi-Square

Parents involved in budget decisions

28c. A reliable system of communication with parents, such
as newsletters or phone trees

C/»

Setting discipline policy at this school.
Parent Association

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

Table 3

Continued

Research Question

Survey Question

1Og.
8.

Deciding how your school budget will be spent.
Parent association

20b. Are the following persons part of the decision-making
body?
7.
Parents

Data Analysis
Approach

Nominal data

Chi-Square

Nominal data

Chi-Square

Continuous

T-test

Do charter schools
have a higher sense
of accountability
than public
schools?

Principals Survey

Faculty standards

17.

Type of management

20a. Does this school have a decision making body such as a
school site council?

Nominal data

Chi-Square

20b. Are the following persons part of this decision-making
body?
1.
School principal

Nominal data

Chi-Square

Nominal data

Chi-Square

In your opinion, what percentage of your faculty are
presently teaching to high academic standards?

School Vice-Principal or assistant principal

Ui
•fc-

Measurement Scale
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Table 3

Continued

Research Question

IVl
L /i

Survey Question

Measurement Scale

Data Analysis Approach

3.

Teachers

Nominal data

Chi-Square

4.

Department heads

Nominal data

Chi-Square

5.

Students

Nominal data

Chi-Square

6.

Parents

Nominal data

Chi-Square

7.

Community representatives.

Nominal data

Chi-Square

8.

Superintendent or other district representative

Nominal data

Chi-Square

Achievement

22c. Did your school meet minimum district or state
performance goals?

Nominal data

Chi-Square

School Improvement

23a. Does your school have a formal school
improvement plan?

Nominal data

Chi-Square

23b. Do you use any of the following to assess your
school’s progress on this plan?

Nominal data

Chi-Square

1.

Stale or national tests

2.

Parent or student surveys

Nominal data

Chi-Square

3.

Portfolio products

Nominal data

Chi-Square

Summary

This study investigates the characteristics of charter school as compared to public
schools. Five questions are designed to inquire whether charter schools have realized
their promise. The first question involves student achievement. The two variables are (I)
opportunity for learning and (2) access to quality education. The second question looks at
innovative teaching methods used by teachers and schools. In addition to innovative
strategies, involvement in school management also is assessed. Third, job satisfaction is
compared for both public and charter school teachers. Fourth, parental involvement is
investigated for both charter and public schools. Lastly, school accountability is
compared for charter and public schools.
As we can see, using the survey items from SASS, 1999-2000, we are able to
adequately address the five research questions. In other words, the terms in the research
questions are adequately operationalized by using the items from the teachers, the
principal, and the school components of SASS, 1999-2000. Depending on the
measurement scale, either chi-square or t-test are used to analyze the data. Chapter IV'
provides results to these questions.
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CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

This study investigated whether or not charter schools have realized their promise.
This chapter reports the results of the five research questions surrounding charter schools:
(I) opportunity for learning and access to quality education, (2) innovative teaching
techniques and involvement in management of the school, (3) job satisfaction for
teachers, (4) parental involvement, and (5) accountability by schools. The promise refers
to goals set for establishment of a charter school. These variables emerged from the
charter school goals established by the United States Charter School Organization (2000).
The researcher used primarily chi-square to analyze the data. Data from the
Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS) 1999-2000 were used as the data sets. SASS surveys
three groups of school participants answering on behalf of the schools: (I) teachers, (2)
principals, and (3) administrators. Grades I through 12 of both charter and public schools
were included in the analysis. The data were weighted. An alpha of .05 was used to
determine statistical significance because it is commonly used in behavioral sciences
(Hinkle, Wiersma, & Jurs, 1994).

Research Question I

Do charter schools provide more opportunity for learning and access to quality
education for students than public schools? A chi-square was used for analyzing
questions outlined in research question one.
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Schools with Special Instruction

The data indicate that a statistically significant difference exists between charter
schools and public schools in availability of these programs. The examples given in the
survey include Montessori, self-paced instruction, open education, and ungraded
classrooms. Charter schools report that 54.8% o f them have special instruction versus
19.5% ofpublic schools (x2(l) = 560.4, p < .001).

Talented and Gifted Program

The data indicate that public schools are more likely to provide programs for the
talented and gifted students than charter schools. The difference is statistically
significantly with 68.5% of public schools compared to 32.2% of charter schools
responding positively (x2(l) = 458.9, p <.001).The survey designates these programs to
be designed specifically for students with talents or exceptional academic achievement.

Foreign Language

Statistically, there is no significant difference between charter and public schools
with regard to programs in a foreign language (x2(l) = .510, p = .475). Charter schools
results indicate 86.4% have a foreign language program compared to 88.3% in public
schools. The SASS survey defines these programs as offering the basic curriculum in a
foreign language instead of English or in addition to English..

Advanced Placement

The data indicates that charter schools at 18.5% offer a statistically significant
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amount of advanced placement programs as compared to public schools at 14.6%
(x2(l) = 9.58, p = .002).

International Baccalaureate

Statistically, there is no difference between charter schools at 1.1% and public
schools at .6% in offering International Baccalaureate (IB), an internationally, licensed
high school program (x2(l) = 3.6, p = .058).

Career Academy

A career academy is a curriculum that integrates academic and vocational courses
around broad career areas. The data reveals that there is a statistically significant
difference between charter schools (13.2%) and public schools (6.4%) in regards to
providing more career academy programs (x2(l) = 56.2, p < .001).

Technical Preparation

The data reveals that more public schools offer specialized technical preparation
programs to prepare students for two years o f post secondary vocational instruction,
(x2(l) = 10.45, p = .001). Results for public schools demonstrate that 12.9% provide
technical preparation compared to 9.1% of charter schools.
Discipline Problems

Statistically, there is no significant difference between charter schools (45.5%)
and public schools (48.6%) regarding programs that address discipline or adjustment
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problems (x2( 1) = 2.9, p = .088).

Medical Health Services

The data reveals a statistically significant difference between public schools
(39.3%) and charter schools (25.7%) regarding the medical service offered (x:( I ) = 61.1,
p < .001). Medical service is defined as trained professionals who diagnose and treat
health problems of students.

Dav Care

Day care is defined as extended before-school or after-school programs. The data
reveals that 48.5% of charter schools offer day care programs compared to 37.2% of
public schools and that there is a statistically significant difference between the two
(x2(l) = 4 2 .6 ,p < .001).

Student Support

The data reveals that public schools provide more student support with full and
part time personnel. No statistically significant results are found for the full time
categories of other professionals. Among public schools, 48.3% hire part time nurses
compared to 27% o f charter schools (x2(7) = 161.23, p < .001). Full time personnel are
hired by 32.8% o f public schools compared to 17.3% of charter schools (x2( 10) = 91.75,
p < .001). Among public schools, 32.5% hire part-time social workers compared to 7.3%
of charter schools (x:(8) = 100.3, p < .001). Public school full-time social workers are
hired in 11.4% o f the schools compared to 9.0% of charter schools
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(x2( 11) = 23.17, p = .017). Among public schools, psychologist are hired part time in
59.5% of the schools compared to 39.5% o f charter schools (x2(8) = 138.72, p < .001).
Full-time psychologists are hired at 12.5% o f the public schools compared to 6.3% of
charter schools (x2(6) = 40.99, p < .001). Among public schools, part time speech
therapists and pathologist are hired in 67.8% of the schools compared to 48.6% of the
charter schools (x:(9) = 153.05, p < .001). Public schools hire full-time therapists in
26.7% of the schools compared to 10.3% of charter schools (x2(l0) = 116.55, p < .001).
Other part-time student support services and professional staff are hired in 31.3% of the
public schools compared to 24.8% of the charter schools (x2(14 )= 3 1.66, p = .004).
Results from the full time staff categorized as other were not statistically significant.
Among the public schools, 18.3% hired other staff compared to 21.2% of charter schools
(x2(2l) = 32.04, p = .058). Table 3 summarizes relevant statistics for research question I.

Summary of Research Question 1
Research question I looked at opportunities for learning and access to quality
education. The statistical analysis demonstrate that public schools clearly outperform
charter schools. Specifically, public schools have more programs for the talented and
gifted; technical preparation; discipline; medical health care and personnel such as
nurses, social workers, psychologists, speech pathologists and other professionals.
Charter schools do provide better programming in four areas of the data analysis. These
are programs in a specialized instructional approach, advanced placement, day care and
specialized career academy.
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Table 4

Opportunity for Learning and Access to Quality Education

Charter

Public

n

Pearson
Chi-Square

df

p

Schools w/Special
Instructional Approach

Y 54.8%

Y 19.5%

9.302

560.4

1

.000

Talented/Gifted Program

Y 32.2%

Y 68.5%

9,302

459.

1

.000

Foreign Language

Y 86.4%

Y 87.3%

9,302

510.

1

.475

Advanced Placement

Y 18.5%

Y 14.6%

9,302

9.6

1

.002

International Baccalaureate

Y 1.1%

Y .6%

9,302

3.6

1

.058

Career Academy

Y 13.2%

Y 6.4%

9,302

56.2

1

.000

Tech. Prep

Y 9.1%

Y 12.9%

9,302

10.5

1

.001

Discipline Problems

Y 45.5%

Y 48.6%

9,302

3.0

1

.088

Medical Health Care

Y 25.7%

Y 39.3%

9,302

61.1

1

.000

Day Care

Y 48.5%

Y 37.2%

9,302

42.6

1

.000

Nurses :PT

0 = 73.0%
1 or more = 27%

0 = 51.6%
1 or more = 48.3%

9,298

161.2

7

.000

Nurses: FT

0 - 82.7%
1 or more = 17.3%

0 = 67.2%
1 or more = 32.8%

9,303

91.8

10

.000
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Table 4 - Continued

Charter

Public

n

Pearson
Chi-Square

df

P

0 - 82.5%

0 = 67.4%
1 or more = 32.5%

9,303

100.3

8

.000

1 or more = 17.3%

Social Work:FT

0 = 90.0%
1 or more = 9.0%

0 = 88.6%
1 or more = 11.4%

9,302

23.2

II

.017

PsychologistPT

0 = 60.6%
1 or more = 39.5%

0 = 40.6%
1 or more = 59.5%

9,300

138.8

8

.000

Psychologist FT

0 = 93.6%
1 or more = 6.3%

0 = 87.6%
1 or more = 12.5%

9,300

41.0

6

.000

Speech Pathology PT

0 = 51.3%
1 or more = 48.6%

0 = 32.3%
1 or more = 67.8%

9,295

153.1

9

.000

Speech Pathology FT

0 = 89.8%
1 or more = 10.3%

0 = 73.2%
1 or more = 26.7%

9,299

116.6

10

.000

Other Professional PT

0=75.2%
1 or more = 24.8%

0=68.7%
1 or more = 31.3%

9,303

31.7

14

.004

Other Professional FT

0 = 78.6%
1 or more = 21.2%

0 = 81.5%
1 or more = 18.3%

9,301

32.0

21

.058

Social Work.PT

o\
u>

Research Question 2

Do charter schoolteachers use more innovative teaching methods than public
school teachers? Are teachers in charter schools more involved in school management than
in public schools? Questions were taken from both the school survey and the teacher
survey. Results are shown in Table 4.

Instructional Blocks of Time

The data reveals that more charter schools, 58.3%, than public schools, 42.8% use
block scheduling (x2(l )= 76.7, p < .001).This practice of scheduling class periods creates
an extended instructional block of time for students to learn.

Before or After School Programs

The data reveals a statistically significant difference in the amount of before- and
after-school programs provided by charter schools (60.3%) as compared to public schools
(54.1%) (x2(l) = 12.6, p < .001). These programs are intended to enrich learning for the
students.
Summer School to Meet Expectations
The data reveals that public schools offer statistically significant more additional
programs in the summer for students to meet academic expectations. These programs are
for students needing extra assistance in meeting their grade requirements.70.2% of the
public schools offer summer school while 53.1% of the charter schools do so (x2( I) =
106.8, p < .001).
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Summer School to Exceed Expectations

The data reveals that charter schools provide statistically significant more
additional assistance in the summer for those students wanting to excel. The academic
intercessions or summer school is designed for students seeking academic advancement or
acceleration. The results are charter schools 31.8% versus public schools 27.3%
(x2(l) = 8.1, p = .005).

Number of Davs
The data reveals that charter schools provide statistically significant more days for
students to be in school. The school calendar typically exceeds the mandatory days per
year. 43.8% of the charter schools report exceeding the mandatory days, while only 22%
of the public schools report doing so (x~( I ) = 205.1, p < .001).

Year Round Calendar

The data revealed that charter schools offer statistically significant more year
round calendar for students. The calendar distributes the mandatory schools days across
twelve months and not the traditional nine months. The results are charter schools 14.8%
versus public schools 6% (x2( 1) = 97.8, p < .001.)

College Bound

The data reveals that public schools are more likely to offer college bound
programs than charter schools. College bound programs are offered through community
colleges or distance learning providers. This type of programming is also referred to as
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dual enrollment. Public schools provide statistically significant more programming at
76.8% versus charter schools at 63.9% (x2(l) = 27.25, p < .001).

School to Work

Work based learning or internships in which students can earn course credits are
equally available in public and charter schools. These course credits provide supervised
learning activities that occur paid or unpaid in a workplace environment. The results
demonstrated no statistically significant difference between public (73.5%) and charter
schools (68.5%) (x2( l ) = 3.8, p = .050).

Career Learning

The data reveals that 87.2% of public schools offer learning opportunities about
careers. This is statistically significant when compared to charter schools (77.2%),
(x2(l) = 24.24, p < .001). Career learning can be offered as a class or part of a class in
which students leam about possible career opportunities.

Job Shadowing
The data reveals that public schools (67.4%) are more likely to offer job shadowing
than charter schools ( 77.2%), (x2(l) = 24.7, p < .001). Students have the opportunity to
leam about a job by the person who holds that position.

Innovative Classroom Organization

A statistically significant difference exists between public schools and charter
schools in classroom organization. Charter schools provide more methods of classroom
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organization than public schools, (x2(4) = 144.0, p < .001). Elementary enrichment is
offered in 5.2% of the charter schools compared to 5.0% o f public schools. Self-contained
types of classrooms are offered in 41.5% of charters schools compared to 35.2% of the
public schools. Team teaching classrooms are offered in 11.9% of charter schools
compared to 7.8% of public schools. Elementary enrichment is for teachers who teach
only one subject such as art or music in an elementary school. Self-contained classes are
for students who are in the same class most of the day with the same teacher. Team
teaching is for students who receive instruction from one or more teachers who collaborate
on subjects being taught.
Public schools (43.7%) offer more types of departmentalized classes than charter
schools (35.2%). Departmentalized instruction is the teacher providing instruction on a
subject matter such as biology or history for most of the day. The data also reveals that
8.2% of public schools offer more pull out type classes as compared to 6.1 % of charter
schools. Pull out classes provide special education instruction to certain students released
from their regular class.
Teachers Setting Performance Standards

The data reveals that a statistically significant number of charter school teachers
(54.1%) influence determination of performance standards for students at their schools
than their counterparts in public schools ( 37.5%), (x2(4) = 507.05, p < .001).

Establishing Curriculum

The data reveals that a statistically significant number of charter school teachers
(63.9%) feel that they have more influence on establishing curriculum than public
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schoolteachers (44.2%) (x2(4) = 817.95, p < .001).

Professional Development

The data reveals that a statistically significant difference exists between charter
school teachers (41.4%) and public school teachers ( 32.4%) in regard to feeling that they
have much influence on determining the content of in-service programs for professional
development (x2(4) = 194.427, p < .001).

Evaluating Teachers
The data reveals that among charter school teachers, 19.4% of them feel that they
have influence over evaluation of their peer teachers. Public school teachers responded
favorably at a rate of 8.1%. There is a statistically significant difference between charter
school teachers and public school teachers (x2(4) = 686.16, p < .001).

Hiring New Teachers

The data reveals that among charter schoolteachers, 27.6% feel that they have more
influence over hiring new teachers than what public school teachers reported (14.4%)
(x2(4) = 568.36, p < .001).
Discipline Policy

The data reveals that among charter schoolteachers, 43.3% feel that they have more
influence in setting the discipline policy in their schools when compared to public school
teachers (30.4%) (x2(4) = 583.74, p < .001).
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School budget

The data reveals that 19.2% of charter school teachers feel they have more
influence on deciding how the school budget will be spent compared to public school
teachers (13.9%) (x2(4 )= 128.4, p < .001). Table 4 summarizes relevant statistics for
research question 2.

Summary of Research Question 2

A statistically significant number of charter school teachers demonstrate that they
utilize more innovative teaching methods than their pubic school counterparts. Charter
school teachers also feel they are involved in the management of their school more than
public school teachers. A higher percent of charter school teachers report using block
schedules, before- or after-school programs, summer school to exceed expectations,
excessive calendar days, year round calendar, elementary enrichment method, selfcontained method, and team teaching. Charter school teachers also feel that they are more
active in setting performance standards, influencing curriculum, determining content of in
services, evaluating teachers, hiring new teachers, setting discipline policy, and
determining how school budgets are spent. A statistically significant number of public
school teachers respond favorably to providing summer school for students to meet
expectations, offering college credits, providing career learning, and job shadowing.
Public school teachers also utilize a departmentalized type of organization to their
classroom pull-out classes more than charter school teachers. There is no statistically
significant difference between charter school and public school teachers in regard to
utilizing school-to-work activities such as a course with credits for supervised learning.
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Table 5

Teacher Innovative Teaching Methods and Participative Management

-j

o

Charter

Public

n

Pearson
Chi-Square

df

p

Block
Schedule

Y 58.3%

Y 42.8%

9,302

76.7

.000

Before or
After School
Program

Y 60.3%

Y 54.1 %

9,302

12.6

.000

Summer:
Help to Meet
Standards

Y 53.1 %

Y 70.2

9,302

106.8

.000

Summer:
Help to
Advance

Y 31.8%

Y 27.3%

9,302

8.1

.005

# Days Over
Mandatory

Y 43.8%

Y 22%

9,302

205.1

.000

Year Round

Y 14.8%

Y 6%

9,302

97.8

.000

College
Credits

Y 63.9%

Y 76.8%

2,492

27.3

.000

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

Table 5 - Continued

Charter

Public

n

Pearson
Chi-Square

df

p

School to
Work
(Course
credits for
supervised
learning)

Y 68.5%

Y 73.5%

2,491

3.8

1

.050

Career
Learning
(As a class)

Y 77.2%

Y 87.1%

2,493

24.2

1

.000

Job Shadow

Y 53.9%

Y 67.4%

2,492

24.7

1

.000

Innovative
Organization

35.2%
Departmentalized
5.2%
Elem. Enrichment
41.5%
Self Contained
11.9%
Team Teach

43.7%
Departmentalized
5.0%
Elem. Enrichment
35.2%
Self Contained
7.8%
Team Teach

44,933

144.

4

.000

6 . 1%

8 .2 %

Pul lout

Pullout
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Table 5 - Continued

-j
to

Charter

Public

n

Pearson
Chi-Square

Performance
Standard

1: (No Influence) 10.8%
2: 12.2%
3: 22.9%
4: 27.4%
5: (Great deal of influence) 26.7%

1: (No Influence) 15.6%
2: 18.8%
3: 28.1%
4: 24.6%
5: (Great deal of influence) 12.9%

44,934

507.1

Curriculum
Influence

1:(No influence) 9.1 %
2: 11.2%
3: 15.8%
4: 28.8%
5: (Great deal of influence) 35.1%

1: ( No influence)! 1.8%
2: 18.2%
3: 25.8%
4: 28.8%
5: (Great deal of influence) 15.4%

44,933

818.

Prof.
Development

1: (No influence): 14.9%
1: (No influence): 15.4%
2: 23.0%
2: 19.0%
3: 24.8%
3: 29.2%
4: 23.9%
4: 22.7%
5: (Great deal of influence): 17.5% 5: (Great deal of influence): 9.7%

42,086

194.4

Teacher
Evaluation

1: (No influence) 37.4%
2:22.1%
3:21%
4: 11.9%
5: (Great deal of influence) 7.5%

44,934

686.2

1: (No influence) 54.3%
2: 22.3%
3: 15.3%
4: 6.2%
5: (Great deal of influence) 1.9%
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Table 5 - Continued

•

-4
u>

Charter

Public

Pearson
Chi-Square

df

Hiring New
Teacher

1: (No influence): 34.4%
2: 18.3%
3: 19.7%
4: 15.3%
5: (Great deal of influence) 12.3%

1: (No influence): 47.3%
2:21.2%
3: 17.2%
4: 10.3%
5: (Great deal of influence) 4.1%

44,932

568.4

.000

Discipline

1: (No influence): 14.3%
2: 15.9%
3: 23.5%
4: 25.1%
5: (Great deal of influence) 21.2%

1: ( No influence): 19.5%
2: 22.0%
3: 28.2%
4: 21.9%
5: (Great deal of influence) 8.5%

44,932

583.7

.000

School
Budget

1: (No influence): 41.3%
2: 19.9%
3: 19.7%
4: 12.0%
5: (Great deal of influence) 7.2%

1: (No influence): 40.6%
2: 25.5%
3: 20.3%
4: 10.3%
5: (Great deal of influence) 3.6%

44,933

128.4

.000

Research Question 3

Do teachers in charter schools have a higher sense of job satisfaction than public
school teachers? A chi-square test was used for all of the questions found in the SASS
teacher survey.

I Feel It Is a Waste of Time

The number of public school teachers (22.3%) who agree with the statement “I feel it
is a waste of time to do my best as a teacher”, is statistically significant when compared
to the number of charter school teachers (17.3%) (x2(3) = 73.8, p < .001).

I Am Generally Satisfied

The number of public school teachers (89.7%) who agree with the statement “I
am generally satisfied with being a teacher at this school” is statistically significant when
compared to the number of charter school teachers (86.7%) who agree with the same
statement, (x2(3) = 27.9, p < .001).

I Would Be a Teacher Again

O f the teachers participating in the survey, 72.6% of charter school teachers
compared to 67.2% o f public school teachers respond favorably to the question “If you
could go back to your college days and start over again, would you become a teacher ?”
There is a statistically significant difference between the two groups (x2(4) = 99.4,
p < .001). Table 5 summarizes the relevant statistics for research question #3.
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Table 6

Teacher Job Satisfaction

1 feel
waste of
time

1 am
satisfied

Would be
a teacher
again

'- i
U
i

Charter

Public

n

Pearson
Chi-Square

df

p

1. Strongly Agree 4%
2. Somewhat agree 13.3%
3. Somewhat Disagree
14.6%
4. Strongly disagree 68.1 %
17.3%

1.
2.
3.

Strongly Agree 5%
Somewhat agree 17.3%
Somewhat Disagree
17.7%
Strongly disagree 60%

44,933

73.8

3

.000

Strongly Agree53.7%
Somewhat Agree 36%
Somewhat Disagree
7.4%
Strongly disagree 2.9%

44,933

27.9

3

.000

44,932

99.4

4

.000

4.

1. Strongly Agree 50.5%
2. Somewhat Agree 3b.2%
3. Somewhat disagree
9.3%
4. Strongly disagree 3.9%

4.

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Certainly 48.6%
Probably 24%
Chances even 16.5%
Probably not 8.2%
Certainly not 2.8%

1.
2.
3.

Certainly 40.3%
Probably 26.9%
Chances even 16.7%
Probably not 11.7%
Certainly not 4.4%

Summary of Research Question 3

In terms of teacher satisfaction, the results of the three questions indicate that
public school teachers are more satisfied with being a teacher than charter school
teachers. Both sets of teachers had a high percentage of agreement with 89.7% of public
school teachers and 86.7% of charter school teachers rating the question positively.
Conversely, public school teachers also feel it is a waste o f time to do their very best as a
teacher. The charter school teachers had higher agreement in regard to choosing to be a
teacher again, if given the chance to go back to college. Overall, teachers in both public
and charter schools are generally satisfied with the choice of being a teacher.

Research Question 4

Are parents of charter schools more involved in school affairs than parents of
public schools? Answers to the SASS questions were found in both the school and
principal survey. The chi-square test was used for all of the analysis.

Open House
The data reveals charter schools have a statistically significant higher percentage
than the public school counterparts with regards to open houses for parents. The charter
school respondents (62.9%) feel that they have a great deal of influence versus the public
school respondents (60.7%) (x2(4) = 23.75, p < .001 . On the other hand, 8.3% of charter
schools and 5.1% of public schools report that parents have no influence over open
houses. In comparison to public school, charter schools appear to have either no
involvement or heavy involvement of parents.
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Parent-Teacher Conference

Parent teacher conferences are offered by 87.2% o f public schools compared to
88.4% of charter schools. There was no statistical difference between public and charter
schools (x:( 1) = 1.0, p = .316).

Special Subject Events

Special subject-area events are provided by 86% o f public schools compared to
72.5% of charter schools (x2(l) = 111.32, p < .001). Examples of these events are science
fairs and concerts. There is a statistically significant difference between charter and
public schools.

Parent Education Workshop
Education for parents in terms of workshops or courses are provided by 53.5% of
public schools compared to 47.6% of charter schools (x2( 1) = 10.32, p = .001). There is a
statistically significant difference between charter and public schools.

Written Contract
Written contracts between school and parents are provided by 63% of charter
schools compared to 49.6% of public schools (x2(l) = 56.290, p < .001). There is a
statistically significant difference between charter and public schools.
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Parents as Volunteers

In 88.9% of charter schools parents work as volunteers compared to 87.7% of
public schools (x2(l) = .93, p = .334). There is no statistical difference between charter
and public schools.

Parents and Governance
In 75.2% of charter schools parents are involved in governance issues compared
to 59.2% of public schools (x2(l) = 84.3, p < .001). There is a statistically significant
difference between charter and public schools.

Parents and Budget

In 50.1% of charter schools, parents are involved in the budget decisions of the
school compared to 44.9% of public schools (x2(l) = 8.7, p = .003). There is a
statistically significant difference between charter and public schools.

Communication System
In 95.4% of public schools, there is a reliable system of communication in place
compared to 93.6% of charter schools (x2(l) = 5.8, p = .016). Examples of these types of
systems are newsletters or phone trees. There is no statistically significant difference
between charter and public schools.
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Setting Performance Standards

In 35.7% of charter schools, parents are involved in setting performance standards
compared to 21.9% of the public schools ( x 2( 4 ) = 134. 3 , p<.001). There is a statistically
significant difference between charter and public schools.

Establishing Curriculum

Parents influence curriculum decisions in 30.4% of charter schools compared to
16% of public schools (x2(4) = 157.85, p < .001). The difference is statistically
significant for charter and public schools.

Professional In-service Dav

When determining the content of a professional in-service day for teachers, 14.2%
of charter schools involve parents compared to 6.3% of public schools (x2(4) = 113.8, p <
.001). The difference is statistically significant between charter and public schools.

Evaluating Teachers

In 13.5% of charter schools, parents are involved in evaluating teachers compared
to 3.2% o f public schools (x2(4) = 327.0, p < .001). The difference is statistically
significant between charter and public schools.

Hiring New Full-time Teachers

O f the charter schools, 15.3% involve parents when hiring a new full-time teacher
compared to 6.2% o f public schools (x2(4) = 162.5, p<.00l). The difference is
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statistically significant between charter and public schools.

Setting Discipline Policy
In setting discipline policy at their schools, 33.5% o f charter schools involve
parents compared to 20.3% of public schools (x: (4)=120.4, p<.00l). There is a
statistically significant difference between charter and public schools.

School Budget
When deciding how to spend the school budget, 14.7% of charter schools involve
parents compared to 8.7% of public schools (x:(4) = 74.8, p < .001). There is a
statistically significant difference between charter and public schools.

Decision-making Body
A decision-making body such as a school site council is used by 90.7% of charter
schools compared to 88.9% of public schools and public (x:(l) = 1.9, p = .167). No
statistically significant difference is noted between charter and public schools. Table 6
summarizes relevant statistics for research question 4.
Summary of Research Question 4
The results for research question 4 demonstrate that charter schools have more
programs for parent involvement. Charter schools are more likely to offer more open
houses; written contracts; and parent involvement in governance, budget, performance
standards, curriculum, professional in-service day content, teacher evaluation, discipline
policy, school budget, and evaluation of new teachers. Public schools are more likely to
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offer special subject events or parent education workshops. No statistically significant
difference is noted with regard to programs such as parent-teacher conferences, parents
volunteers, communication system, and decision making.
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Table 7

Parent Involvement

oo

Is)

Charter

Public

n

Open House

1:
2:
3:
4:
5:

df

p

I:
2:
3:
4:
5:

8,792

23.8

4

.000

Parent-teacher
conference

Y 87.2%

Y 88.4%

9,302

1.0

1

.316

Special Subject
Events

Y 72.5%

Y 86.0%

9,302

111.3

1

.000

Parent Workshop Y 47.6%

Y 53.3%

9,302

10.3

1

.001

Written Contract

Y 63%

Y 49.6%

9,302

56.3

1

.000

Parents as
Volunteers

Y 88.9%

Y 87.7%

9,302

.9

1

.334

(No influence) 8.3%
12.3%
16.5%
24.6%
(Great deal of influence)
38.3%

(No influence) 5.1%
16.0%
18.1%
26.0%
(Great deal of influence)
34.7%

Pearson
Chi-Square
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Table 7 - Continued

Charter

Public

n

Pearson
Chi-Square

Y 75.2%

Y 59.2%

9,302

84.3

1

000

Y 50.1%

Y 44.9%

9,302

8.7

1

.003

Communication
System

Y 93.6%

Y 95.4%

9,302

5.8

1

.016

Setting
Performance
Stds.

I:
2:
3:
4:
5:

(No influence): 15.4%
18.3%
30.6%
22.9%
(Great deal of influence)
12.8%

I:
2:
3:
4:
5:

(No influence):15.1%
28.1%
34.8%
16.9%
(Great deal of influence) 5.0%

9,415

134.3

4

.000

Establish
Curriculum

1:
2;
3:
4:
5:

(No influence): 18.4%
22.2%
29.0%
20.4%
(Great deal of influence)
10.0%

1:
2:
3:
4:
5:

(No influence) 20.2%
30.6%
33.3%
12.8%
(Great deal of influence) 3.2%

9,415

157.8

4

.000

Parents in
Governance
Parents and
budget

00

w

df

p
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Table 7 - Continued

00

Charter

Public

n

Pearson
Chi-Square

df

p

Prof. Inservice
Day

1
2
3
4
5

(No influence) 37.1%
25.9%
22.9%
9.8%
(Great deal of influence)
4.3%

1:
2:
3:
4:
5:

(No influence) 37.0%
34.9%
21.8%
5.3%
(Great deal of influence) 1.0%

9,415

113.8

4

.000

Evaluate
Teachers

1
2
3
4
5

(No influence) 42.5%
22.2%
21.7%
8.5%
(Great deal of influence)
5.1%

1: (No influence) 59.9%
2: 24.7%
3: 12.2%
4: 2.5%
5: (Great deal of influence) .7%

9,415

327.0

4

.000

Hiring New
Teachers

1
2
3
4
5

(No influence) 44.1%
21.0%
19.7%
8.9%
(Great deal of influence)
6.4%

1:
2:
3:
4:
5:

(No influence) 57.2%
9,416
23.2%
13.4%
4.4%
(Great deal of influence) 1.8%

162.5

4

.000
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Table 7 - Continued

00

Ui

n

Pearson
Chi-Square

df

P

(No influence): 26.9%
24.7%
28.1%
14.2%
(Great deal of influence):
6.1%

9,414

120.1

4

.000

(No influence): 42.9%
29.5%
18.9%
6.4%
(Great deal of influence):
2.3%

9,415

74.8

4

.000

7,145

1.9

1

.167

Charter

Public

Set Discipline
policy

1
2
3
4
5

(No influence): 23.9%
16.2%
26.4%
19.1%
(Great deal of influence)
14.4%

1
2
3
4
5

School Budget

1
2
3
4
5

(No influence): 36.8%
23.1%
25.4%
9.5%
(Great deal of influence):
5.2%

1
2
3
4
5

Decision Making
Body

Y 90.7%

Y 88.9%

Research Question 5

Do charter schools have a higher sense of accountability than public schools? The
principals’ survey from SASS was used for these questions. Analysis was conducted
using chi-square and a t-test.

High Academic Standards

The data reveals that charter school principals reported that on the average,
84.02% of the faculty are teaching to a higher academic standard; the corresponding
statistic for the public schools was 80.5% (t = 5.492, df = 9,413, p < .001). There is a
statistically significant difference between the charter and pubic schools.

Decision-making Body

No statistically significant difference was noted between public (76.1%) and
charter schools (73.6%) regarding having a decision-making body such as a school site
council (x:(l) = 2.8, p = .097). This school site council has the authority to assist in
development of, or to approve school improvement, budget and other educational plans.
Such councils generally involve teachers, administrators and parents.

Principal on Council

In 99.2% of public schools principals participate on their school council compared
to 95.7% of charter schools (x2(l) = 62.0, p < .001). There is a statistically significant
difference between public and charter schools.
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Vice-principal on Council

In 49.3% of charter schools a vice-principal participates on their school council
compared to 48.2% o f public schools (x2(l) = 2.86, p = .592). There is no statistically
significant difference between charter and public schools.
Teachers on Council
In 98.9% of public schools teachers participate on their school council compared
to 91% o f charter schools (x2(l) = 203.4, p < .001). There was a statistically significant
difference between public and charter schools.

Department Heads on Council
In 47.4% of public schools department heads participate on their school council
compared to 37.8% of charter schools (x2( 1) = 22.3, p < .001). There is a statistically
significant difference between public and charter schools.

Students on Council
In 38.6% of charter schools students participate on their school council compared
to 32.2% of public schools (x2(l) = 11.0, p = .001). There is a statistically significant
difference between charter and public schools.
Parents on Council
In 90.7% o f charter school parents participate on their school council compared to
88.9% o f public schools (x2(l) = 1.9, p = .167). There is no statistically significant
difference between charter and pubic schools.
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Community Representatives on Council

In 71.5% of charter schools community representatives participate on their school
council compared to 64.5% of public schools (x2(l) = 12.8, p < .001). There is a
statistically significant difference between charter and public schools.

Superintendent on Council

In 42.1% of charter schools superintendents participate on their school council
compared to 33.5% of public schools (x2(1)=19.3, p<.001). There is a statistically
significant difference between charter and pubic schools.

Meet Minimum Goals

There is no statistically significant difference between charter (67.3%) and public
schools (67%) in regard to meeting the minimum district or state performance goals
(x2(l) =.03, p = .865).

School Improvement Plan
There is a statistically significant difference between pubic (88.4%) and charter
(70.8%) schools (x2(l) = 218.4, p < .001).

State or National Tests

No statistically significant difference is noted between public, (95.7%) and charter
schools, (95.9%) in terms of using state or national tests to assess school progress
(x2(l) = .05, p = .833).
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Parent or Student Survey

The data reveals that 92.6% of charter schools use data from parent or student
surveys for the school improvement plan. The corresponding statistic is 84.3% for public
schools (x2(l) = 30.8, p < .001). There is a statistically significant difference between
charter and public schools.

Portfolio products
The data reveals that charter schools (77%) are more apt to use portfolio products
than public schools (62.1%), (x:(l) = 55.6, p < .001).
Summary of Research Question 5
The results for research question 5 are mixed between public and charter schools.
Charter schools involve students and community representatives on their school council
while public schools involve the principal, teachers, and department heads on theirs.
Charter schools feel that they are teaching to a higher academic standard when compared
to public school respondents. No statistically significant difference is noted with
questions regarding if a decision making body exists and having the vice-principal or
parents on their student councils. In addition, no statistically significant difference is
noted between charter and pubic schools with regards to meeting state minimum goals or
using state or national test to assess progress. Public schools are more likely to have
school improvement plans in place. Charter schools are more likely to use parent or
student survey data and portfolio products. Table 7 summarizes the relevant statistics for
research question 5.
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Table 8
School Accountability

VO

o

Charter

Public

n

Value or
Pearson
Chi-Square

df

High academic standards

Mean= 84.02

Mean= 80.51

9,413

T=5.492

Decision Making Body

Y 73.6%

Y 76.1 %

9,415

2.8

1

.097

Principal on Council

Y 95.7%

Y 99.2%

7,146

62.0

1

.000

Vice-Principal on Council

Y 49.3%

Y 48.2%

7,146

.3

1

.592

Teachers on Council

Y 91.0%

Y 98.9%

7,145

203.4

1

.000

Dept. Heads on Council

Y 37.8%

Y 47.4%

7,145

22.3

1

.000

Students on Council

Y 38.6%

Y 32.2%

7,145

11.0

1

.001

Parents on Council

Y 90.7%

Y 88.9%

7,145

1.9

1

.167

Community Reps. On Council

Y 71.5%

Y 64.5%

7,145

12.748

1

.000

Superintendent on Council

Y42.1%

Y 33.5%

7,145

19.3

1

.000

Meet Minimum goals

Y 67.3%

Y 67.0%

8,481

.03

1

.865

School Improvement Plan

Y 70.8%

Y 88.4%

9,415

218.4

1

.000

P

.000
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Table 8 - Continued

Charter

Public

n

Value or
Pearson
Chi-Square

df

P

Use state or national tests

Y 95.9%

Y 95.7%

8,170

.045

1

.833

Parent or student survey

Y 92.6%

Y 84.3%

8,170

30.8

1

.000

Portfolio Products

Y 77.0%

Y 62.1%

8,170

55.6

1

.000

Summary of the Results for All Research Questions

The study investigates charter and pubic schools’ success with achieving educational
outcomes. The results related to research question I reveal that public schools provide more
opportunity for learning and access to quality education. Public school programs and resources
outweighed their charter school counterparts. The results related to research question 2
demonstrate that charter schools used more innovative teaching methods. Public schools provide
traditional venues of job shadowing and career learning. Charter schools provide a variety of
scheduling with block, year-round schools, before and after school programs, and overall having
students in school more days. Charter schools provide teachers more opportunity to participate in
management such as evaluating and hiring teachers, setting discipline policy or providing input
into the school budget spending.
The results related to research question 3 demonstrate that both charter and public school
teachers are satisfied with their profession overall. When asked if they would choose teaching
again, charter school teachers were more likely to choose teaching again than public school
teachers. The public school teachers feel it is waste of time to do their best with teaching..
The results related to research question 4 demonstrate that charter school parents are
more likely to be involved in comparison to their pubic school counterparts. They clearly provide
many methods for parents to participate. These include contracts, open houses, governance and
budget input, standard performance, curriculum involvement, as well as professional in-service
day agendas, evaluating and hiring teachers, and setting policy. Public schools offer fewer
options compared to charter schools. However, charter schools are more likely to offer special
subject events and parent workshops.
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Finally, the results related to research question 5 reveal a mixed response. No clear
school system emerges as being more accountable than the other. Charter schools’ strengths
include representation of students, community representatives and superintendents on school
councils, as well as using parent/student surveys and portfolio products with school improvement
plans. Principals respond that teachers in charter schools teach to a higher academic standard.
Public schools’ strengths include involving principals, teachers and department heads on their
school council. Public schools are more apt to have a school improvement plan as compared to
charter schools.

93
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION

This study compares public school and charter schools in five areas. The five
areas o f investigation are (I) opportunity for learning and access to quality education, (2)
innovative teaching methods and participative management, (3) teacher job satisfaction,
(4) parent involvement, and (5) school accountability. The literature review in Chapter II
shows that parents choose a charter school to realize an educational vision. Many
antidotal vignettes exist about the benefit of charter schools but few comprehensive
studies exist. This chapter compares the findings and discusses the implication of the
findings as well as the limitation o f the study.

Summary of the Findings

The findings of this study, which were based on a national study of schools,
provide concrete data about the similarity and difference between public and charter
schools. The following is a list of findings. First, public schools provide more opportunity
for student learning and access to education. Second, charter schools emerge as providing
more innovative teaching methods and decentralization. Decentralization is also referred
to as participative management which is a desired outcome of such systems. Third,
charter and public schoolteachers are generally satisfied with their profession. Fourth,
charter school parents are more involved in their children’s school. Fifth, both public and
charter schools take accountability seriously and they perform fairly equally.

94
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

Opportunity for Learning and Access to Quality Education

In looking at Table 8, it is apparent that public schools certainly offer more
opportunity for learning and access to programs than public schools. Public schools offer
programs for the talented and gifted; career academy; technical preparation; medical
health services and a host of support services such as nurses, social workers,
psychologist, speech pathologist, and other professionals. Public schools have a longer
history of providing service to all types of families. It is of no surprise that public schools
would be further developed in the provision of behavioral and health services to many
poor children whose parents do not have access to the traditional systems of care. The
literature review shows that parents face many challenges moving their children to
charter schools and keeping them in a school outside their own neighborhood. Public
schools tend to serve more of our nations’ poor population and have had to develop
programs to assist them.
Charter schools typically start up as a focus school such as the West Michigan
Academy for Environmental Health based in Grand Rapids or Excel Charter Academy
which is part of the National Heritage Academies. Excel Charter focuses on math,
language, and morals. They base student behavior on cardinal virtues of justice, wisdom,
and prudence. Charter schools are more likely to specialize in programs with special
instruction because of their focus during implementation. Charter schools are also more
likely to provide advanced placement and day care programs.
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Table 9

Programs to Enhance Learning and Access to Quality Education

Areas in which
charter schools
provide more programs

Areas in which
public school
provide more programs

Areas in which there is
no statistical difference

Specialized instructional
approach

Talented/Gifted

International Baccalaureate

Advanced placement

Technical preparation

Discipline problems

Day care

Medical health

Full-time other professional

Specialized career
academy

Other support professionals:
Full-time nurse
Part-time nurse
Part-time social worker
Full-time social worker
Full-time psychologist
Part-time psychologist
Full-time speech pathologist.
Part-time speech pathologist.
Part-time other
professionals.

Foreign language

Teacher Innovation and Participative Management

Charter schools appear to have teachers who have more innovative approaches to
education than public schools. As detailed in Table 9, charter school teachers provide
more block schedules, programs before and after school, days in school spread out
throughout the calendar year, and slightly more variety of classroom organization with
elementary enrichment, self-contained and team teaching methods. This is possible
because the majority of charter schools provide education at an elementary level. Even
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though the data in this study are weighted, the charter schools have been able to focus
their service primarily on the younger students. Charter schools appear to be more
proactive than their public school counterparts. Public schools are more likely to run
summer school to help students excel instead of to help students catch up. They also do
not have unions which makes it easier to schedule school throughout the year and to
provide more days. Charter schools are trying to encourage families to move to their
schools so administrators need to provide more variety in scheduling for parents as well.
The teacher survey reveals that in all questions asked, charter schoolteachers are
more involved in management of their schools. The areas assessed were setting
performance standards, establishing curriculum, determining content of in-service days,
evaluating teachers, setting discipline policy, and deciding how the school budget was to
be spent. In each category, the charter schoolteachers respond that they have more
influence over these matters than their public school counterparts. It appears that charter
school teachers have more participative management in their schools.
Public schools provide more opportunity for college credit classes, career
learning, and job shadowing. Again, the focus of charter schools right now is elementary
education and they have not put the same amount o f energy into middle and high school.
It is less expensive to run an elementary school than a high school, so charter schools
have placed their resources in the less expensive model. Public schools offer traditional
types of classroom organization for students. This is the departmentalized and pull-out
type o f classroom that many students have experienced.
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Table 10

Teacher Innovative Teaching Methods and Participative Management

Areas in which
charter schools
provide more program s or
engage in more participative
management

Areas in which
public schools provide more
program s or engage in more
participative m anagement

Areas in which there
is no statistical
difference

Block schedules

Summer school to meet
expectations

Job shadow: Schoolto-Work (course
credits for supervised
learning)

Before or after school

College credits offered

Summer school to exceed

Career learning as a class

Calendar days exceed

Job shadow (leam by
following a person)

Year round calendar

Departmentalized organization

Elementary enrichment

Pull-out class

Self-contained
Team teaching
Setting performance standard
Curriculum influence
Content o f in-service
Evaluating teachers
Hiring new teachers
Setting discipline policy
School budget spending
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Teacher Job Satisfaction

This question reveals a mixed result, as shown in Table 10. Overall, teachers in
public and charter schools are positive about being teachers. The charter school teachers
scored higher when asked about choosing the profession again, if given the chance. Their
counterpart public school teachers are satisfied with being a teacher, but feel it is a waste
of time to do their very best.
Charter school teachers are generally new to the school as so many have started in
the last few years. A new school brings hope of a new beginning. Most charter schools do
not belong to a large district, so charter school teachers may feel like a big fish in a
smaller pond. Public school teachers are only one part of a larger district. It is more of a
challenge in larger organizations to create the feeling that one individual is making a
difference and therefore, doing their very best. This may contribute to public school
teachers’ feeling that it is a waste of time to do their best.
Also public schools typically serve more families on the lower end of the
socioeconomic scale. Public school teachers may feel overwhelmed by the amount of
health and behavioral problems that children in poverty exhibit.
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Table 11
Teacher Job Satisfaction

Areas in which charter schools
agreed more

Areas in which public schools
agreed more

Would be a teacher again

Waste of time to do my best
Am satisfied with being a teacher

Parent Involvement

Charter schools provide more opportunity for parents to be involved than public
schools. See Table 11. Both public and charter schools show similar results in regard to
traditional school items such as parent-teachers conferences, parents as volunteers,
newsletters or phone trees, and involvement in decisions .
Charter schools are recruiting new families and must offer creative methods of
parental involvement to be successful. Charter schools provide more opportunity for
parental involvement in areas such as open houses, written contracts, governance,
budgets, standards, curriculum, evaluation of teachers, hiring new teachers, deciding on
content for teacher in-service days, and setting discipline policy. Charter schools are
typically smaller than pubic schools and can implement many o f these programs. A
charter school can operate fairly autonomously. Charter schools are typically not in a
larger system or part o f a larger district and do not have to deal with unions. Charter
schools can more easily provide forums such as evaluation o f teachers and participation
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in hiring new staff. In a traditional public school, the union influences teacher
governance.
Table 12
Parent Involvement

Areas in which
C harter schools engage
parents more

Areas in which
public schools engage
parents more

Areas in which there is
no statistical difference

Open house

Special subject events

Parent-teacher conference

Written contract

Parent education workshop

Parents as volunteers

Parents and governance

System of communication

Parents and budget

Part of decision-making body

Set performance standard
Establish curriculum
Professional in-service day
Evaluate teachers
Hire new full-time teachers
Set discipline policy
School budget

School Accountability

The results of the school accountability question are really mixed. See Table 12.
No clear answer emerges to research question 5. Charter schools have superintendents on

101
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

their school council and this may be because they are in a smaller district and the
superintendent is not spread so thinly over many schools.
Public schools have department heads on their council because typically in a
smaller charter district, the department head position may not exist. One of the reasons
that public schools have a school improvement plan is because they have existed longer
and participate in ongoing quality improvement as opposed to charter schools that are
new and just developing themselves. The state governance may also mandate that public
schools have a school improvement plan in place. Principals and teachers are fairly
traditional members on councils which is little surprise that a traditional public school
would score higher. Charter schools are more likely to use parent or student survey data
and portfolio products to demonstrate school improvement.
If we look at a deeper level, the issue o f using state or national tests provides a
good example. In this study, no statistically significant difference occurred when asked
about the use of state or national tests. However, the questions simply asked did this
school use state or national tests. The question didn’t ask how the students scored. A
difference may have been noted had the survey question been written differently.

Table 13
School Accountability

Areas in which
charter schools
provide more programs

Areas in which
public schools
provide more programs

Areas in which there is
no statistical difference

Teaching to high academic
standards

Principal on council

Decision-making body
exists
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Table 13 - Continued

Areas in which
charter schools
provide more programs

Areas in which
public schools
provide more programs

Areas in which there is
no statistical difference

Students on council

Teachers on council

Vice-principal on council

Community reps, on council

Dept. Heads on council

Parents on council

Superintendent on council

Has a school improvement
plan

Met minimum requirements

Use parent or student
surveys

Use state or national tests

Use portfolio products

Implications for this Studv

This study compares public schools and charter schools in five areas. A national
database was used which gave the study rich data. Both public and charter schools were
weighted for accurate comparison. The results demonstrate a relatively positive trend for
charter schools depending on the outcome area. One important aspect is student
opportunity and access for learning. Pubic schools still exceed charter schools with
regard to programming. Public schools can offer a wide variety of programs while the
charter schools may not be able to create a new program for only a handful o f students.
Public schools also offer more health and social services than public schools.
However, some of the charter school innovations have surpassed traditional
public schools. The data demonstrates that charter schools are more innovative and
involve teachers and parents more than pubic schools. This is important for parents
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choosing schools. It is also important for policymakers who are considering funding
charter schools.
Overall, five major themes emerged from this study. The first is that charter
schools have had some positive results. Most of the literature does not support positive
outcomes with regards to charter schools. A criticism has been that the results o f charter
schools have been anecdotal and not research based. Second, the programming in public
schools exceeds charter schools due to the health and mental health professionals in the
buildings. Pubic schools attract children with special needs because o f the depth of
programming. Charter schools see some special needs children. The children’s needs tend
not to be as serious or complex as compared to public schools. Third, most teachers are
generally happy with their profession of teaching. Both public and charter schools scored
well on research question with 67% and 72% respectively. This tells us that despite the
challenges of teaching in the United States, we have a fairly satisfied set of professionals.
Fourth, one of the goals of charter schools has been to decrease regulation to gain
innovation. It appears that this goal is being achieved. Charter schools demonstrate much
more innovative teaching methods without the cumbersome bureaucracy. Fifth, parents
have wanted to realize a new educational vision for their students. A piece of the vision is
parental involvement in the school. The results demonstrate that charter school parents
have more opportunity to be involved in their children’s education and they are
participating. The locus of control tends to be at the community level which is one o f the
core tenants of the charter school movement.
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Limitations of the Studv

A limitation of this study is the use of an existing database. The questions are
already formulated. The questions used in the study had to fit into the design as opposed
to formulating survey questions to meet the research question. On the flip side of this
limitation is the advantage of using an existing data base. The SASS data base allows
researchers to access volumes of information.
SASS has only three items to address research question 3 on teacher satisfaction.
These seemed most appropriate when the study was being designed. In retrospect, a
larger number of questions about teacher satisfaction may have provided a different trend
or more solidly confirmed the outcome of this study.
The charter school movement is growing daily, The literature review reveals a
mediocre report on charter schools. However, the comparison of recent data showed
some positive elements associated with charter schools. It is difficult for the literature to
be current with such a fast growing segment of education.
Finally, another limitation of this study is that the results are based on selfreported data. The school respondent can simply answer yes to a question but the degree
of programming may vary considerably. A good example is the issue of advance
placement opportunities for students. The question was included in research question #1
regarding charter school student achievement and access to educational opportunities. A
statistically significant difference resulted which demonstrated that charter schools
offered more advanced placement programs than public schools. Many charter schools
have just opened their elementary programs in the last 3 to 5 years. The demand for high
schools have required charter schools to recently open secondary schooling. It is difficult
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to imagine a newly formed charter high school having the same level of sophistication in
advanced placement classes as do the public schools. This demonstrates another
limitation of pre-written questions.

Directions for Future Research

This study suggests some directions for future research. First, the data are
stratified by geography. It would be interesting to look at the same questions but compare
geographic locations. A study could also be done comparing strong and weak charter
laws. Research could determine how much, if any, the type of charter school law impacts
outcomes.
Second, the ideal would be to measure actual student achievement in comparison
to charter and public schools. This study looked at available programming in schools
because an objective and reliable tool does not exist yet. The challenge remains to
measure student achievement objectively.
Third, it would be interesting to dig deeper into the types of programming. It
appears that charter schools have more content type o f programs such as a specialized
instructional approach or advanced placement. Public schools appear to have more
personnel resources such as nurses and social workers. A study could look at why public
schools have more health and social personnel and charter schools do not.
Fourth, it would be interesting to repeat this study with future SASS results, using
the existing sets of questions. The data will be collected in another three years. The
charter school movement appears to continue growing. It would be helpful to validate
whether or not charter schools are experiencing a positive trend.
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Finally, a number of SASS questions need to be studied in more depth. The
example used in the Limitation Section o f this document outlines the opportunity with
regards to advanced placement classes. A study could be designed to look at those
schools that have advanced placement programs and compare how well developed these
classes are.
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